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Introductory Remarks- 



J here was once a dense forest into wbich no one ven- 
tured to enter, for it was considered impossible to secure a 
safe journey back. One man, however, resolved at last to 
make an attempt Accordingly, he began by gradually cutting 
away the trees, until he succeeded in forming a road , by 
means of which he could penetrate into the heart of the 
forest, without fear of going astray. The great difficulty 
was now removed, for every one was able to penetrate into 
the heart of the forest". ") 

Even such a forest is presented to us by the multi- 
tude of Midrashim and Hagadoth; and I have availed my- 
self of the path indicated by the profound scholar, who 
first succeeded in arriving at clear statements and definite 
conclusions with respect to the origin and arrangement of 
this branch of our Wise Men's labours. The present in- 
vestigation is based on the following passages of "Die gottes- 
dienstlichen VortrSge der Juden":*) 

"The so-called Midrash Kabbah') is by no means the 
work of one author. The expression Midrash Babbah was 
unknown to the older writers, who invariably cite the dif- 
ferent books, each by its own special name; it came first into 
use when the Hagadoth on the Pentateuch and on the Five 
Megilloth were arranged together and joined to one body". 
"The three Hagadoth, Bereshith Babbah, Echah Babbah, and 
Vayikra Babbah , are the oldest of all." "Bereshith Babbah 



1) Midrash Bereshith Kabbah, ch. XII. 

2) Pp. 179-181, and - 
8) Ibid End of ch. X. 
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was probably composed in the sixth century.*) The next 
place*) with respect to priority must be assigned to the 
Hagadah on the Lamentations. This Hagadah is usually 
called Midrash Echah Babbathi; and in the work of Babbi 
Nathan, by whom it is first mentioned, it bears the name 
of Megillath Echah. The introduction to this Midrash forms 
a prefatory Hagadah consisting of thirty-three sections (not 
numbered), all of which — except the last — begin with 
the words nns ... ^T\. They contain discourses which are 
connected with the contents of the Lamentations though 
based on extraneous texts, and which tend to awaken mourn- 
ful reflections on the downfall of our national independence. 
As a rule, each discourse ends with the first words of that 
book.*) The introduction is followed by the Hagadah to the 
book itself arranged and divided into sections according to the 
verses of the text. It is interspersed with tales and legends 
describing the unhappy lot of the Jews, with instances of 
the talents and the genius of the Israelites (including ten 
narratives in which natives of Jerusalem and of Athens are 
introduced), with accounts of the persecutions by the Romans, 
and with a description of the manner in which the Jews were 
ridiculed in the Roman comedies. The work is fiill of 
extracts from the Talmud Yerushalmi^) and from the Bereshith 
Rabbah ; and since the story of the Mother of the Maccabees 
is related as having taken place in the time of the emperors^ 
it seems that the author of Echah Rabbah did not know 
the Books of the Maccabees. One passage appears to hint at 
the Arabian rule.®) The Hagadah on the first chapter is as 



4) Vayikra Rabbah about the middle of tiie seventh cen- 
tury. 

5) After the Bereshith Rabbah. 

6) nyn or 112 niw'* nyn. 

7) I wish it to be particularly noticed that no reference is 
given by Zudz in support of this assertion. 

8) Ch. I, sec. 42. rwp )ipo mino DHW rwp ]V 

HJintD bnv^^^)' "The Grecian rule was severe, but £dom's sway 
was gentle Macedonia's, severe, but Arabia's, gentle. "*" 
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large as that on the remaining four chapters together, althongfa 
the latter contain many repetitions ; and in the fifth chapter 
the Midrash is reduced to a minimum. This leads to the ccm- 
clusion that the last four chapters £u*e all later additions; and 
the completion of the whole work cannot be fixed at a date 
prior to the second half of the seventh century, although the 
authorities quoted by name"^) are not younger than the Talmud 
Terushalmi. Echah Babbah was compiled in the same coun- 
bry as Bereshith Kabbah,'^) and it is worthy of remark, that 
a complete Latin phrase**) occurs therein. In our text we 
find many interpolations, explanatory notes and corrupted 
passages. After Babbi Nathan, Bashi makes the first distinct 
use of this Midrash". 

In the eleventh chapter of the same work, Zunz shows 
that, besides the two Midrashim known by the name of Pe- 
sikta**) — Pesikta Babbathi and Pesikta Zutarta — there 
must have existed a third Pesikta, different from the other 
two both as regards its form and its age. It was not a 
Midrash on the Torah ; '') but on twelve Haphtaroth;**) and 
on the portions of the Law read on the Festivals^ Shabbath 
Hanucah, and the four distinguished Sabbaths viz., Sheka- 
lim, Zachor, Parah, and Hachodesh; it contained twenty- 
nine Piskoth, and was composed about 700 c. e. Zunz 
thus discovered the lost Pesikta**) solely by the aid of his 



9) The italics are Znnz's. 

10) i. e. Palestine. 

11) "Vive domine imperator*'. "TID^BK ^"^V^^ V^yy{ Ch.I, sec. 31. 

12) I shall have occasion to explain the signification of the 
words Pesikta, Piska, and Piskoth, when I treat of the relation 
between Midrash Echah and the Pesiktai derab Eahana. See. p. 46. 

13) A9 Azulai asserts. C!omp. Gottesdienstl. Vortrftge, p. 194, 
note a. 

14) :^rx -IDKH') :lDm rHD^K :\V^m :in>tDT nm :n3W :lt5^"n 

mm mw ^o'jp rmpv >j"i roDDmo Kin ^3jk ^djk rmyo n^jy 

ttf^K. Gottesdienstl. Vortr., pp. 203, 204, 220, 221, 222, 222, 
223, 224, 224^ 225, 225, 225, respectively. 

15) Kapoport first called attention to the Pesikta quoted by the 
Aruch, bat the merit of having described its characteristic features and 
having thus restored it, belongs to Zunz.Gomp.Gottesd.Vortr., p.l99. 

1* 
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careful researches, and by the power of his penetrating in- 
tellect; his results have since been verified in a most re- 
markable manner. Thirty -six years after these conclusions 
had been published^®) Salomon Buber edited the "Pesikta 
derab Kahana",*'^) with a learned introduction and instructive 
notes, under the auspices of the society "Mekitse Nirdamim". 
This work is printed from a MS. which was found in Zafed 
and copied in Egypt;"®) and it corresponds almost completely 
with the third Pesikta described by Zunz. *^) In the intro- 
duction the editor observes, that many of the Midrashim, 
and among them Echah Rabbah,^^) frequently quoted this 
Pesikta anonymously. 

It remains to be noticed that according to Prankel 
("Mebo Hayerushalmi", p. 53), Echah Rabbah quotes freely 
from Talmud Yerushalmi, with explanations and additions 
of its own.'^") According to Rapoport ("Erech Millin", 
p. 253), the accounts of the Midrash and Talmud Babli re- 
specting the Wise Men of Athens, are both drawn from the 
same source, and the account of our Midrash is much older 
than that of the Talmud. 

To sum up: the opinion now generally in vOgue is, that 



16) In 1868 (Lyck). 

17) This name was not unknown to Zunz, who says that it 
probably refers to the Hagadoth on the twelve Haphtaroth. Comp- 
Gottesdienstl. Vortr., p. 193. 

18) The editor had three other MSS. before him — Oxford, 
Parma, Fez; he faithfully records the variations in the readings 
of the four MSS., in his D^^lpni nnyn. In his opinion the Pesikta 
was composed towards the end of the fourth century. 

19) The differences between the real Pesikta and the one re- 
produced byZunz, are enumerated by Buber in the Hebrew perio- 
dical "Haschachar", (edited by P. Smolensky Vienna,) 1871, pp. 
49-66. 

20) No proof is adduced for this statement; the reader is re- 
ferred to the notes , where the variations in the readings of Echah 
Rabbah and the Pesikta are careftdly given. 

21) Three passages are brought in support of this view, all of 
which will be Mly discussed in due order. 
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the Midrtish Echah Rahhah is the work of one author; that 
it was composed in Palestine; and that its principal sources 
are the Talmud Yerushalmi^ the Midrash Bereshith Rabbah, 
and the Pesikta derab Kahana?^^) 

The present investigation is an attempt to prove that 
all these propositions can only be received with qualifica" 
Hon; because — 

I. The Midrash Echah Kabbah, in its present form, is 
the work of at least two authors or compilers, the latter 
of whom was thoroughly acquainted with the Talmud Babli. 
Not only has he cited whole passages from that Talmud, but 
in many instances he has altered the language of the ori- 
ginal Midrash into that jof the Babli. The first recension 
of Midrash Echah was composed in Palestine, and the second, 
in Babylon. 

II. So far from the asseildon that the Talmud Yeru- 
shalmi is one of the chief sources of the^Midrash Echah 
being self-evident, the latter, in its original form, wascom- 
pletely independent of the Talmud Ferushalmi, 

III. Buber's view with respect to the relation between 
Echah Kabbah and the Pesikta derab Kahana can be streng- 
thened in such a manner as to defy a direct refutation,- Ne- 
vertheless, the counter -hypothesis viz., that the Pesikta is 
dependent on the Midrash, is at least equally tenable. The 
introduction consists of tlnirly-eight Piskoth. 

IV. As )'egards the Bereshith Kabbah, 1 am at one with 
the general opinion in as far as it is regarded as a source of 
Midrash Echah: and the latter is older than the Vayikra 
Kabbah. 

Of the earlier works which have been handed down to 
us, the author of the first recension can only have been ac- 
quainted with the Mishnah, Mechilta, Sifra, and Sifri, and Bere- 
shith Kabba; he must, however, have known various coUectioijs 
of Hagadoth similar to, perhaps the same as, those which 
provided the material for a large portion of the Talmud Te- 



21a) The number of introductory Piskoth is thirty -three in 
Zunz's opinion; and in the ordinary printed texts thirty-four. 
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mshalmL In the second recension traces of both the Tahnod 
Babli and the Terushalmi may by noticed. Accordingly, the 
first edition of Midrash Echah was completed before the end 
of the fourth, and the second after the sixth century.**) The view 
which I take of the composition of this Midrash would go to 
support the opinion expressed by R.Hirsch Chajes;*^) that the 
Hagadoth of the Yerushalmi are considerably younger than 
the Halachotb. The Targum on the Book of Lamentations is 
universally admitted to be young; it cannot therefore be re- 
garded as a source of the Midrash. Nor need I take account 
of Targum Onkelos, since there are only very few passages 
which bear any resemblance whatever to sections of our Mi- 
drash.**) It is not within the province of the present work 
to investigate whether that Targum was really written by 
Onkelos; or whether it is a mere translation from the 
Greek version of Akylas, Onkelos being identical with 
Akylas, — as ^maintained by Graetz,*^) and, after him, 
by Meier Lemer.*^) The former theory is defended by 



22) Comp. Gottesd. Vortr., pp. 53, 54. Wiesner is of opinion 
that the Talmnd Yerushalmi was composed much later than the 
Babli, between the years 760—900. (See Gibath Yerushalaim, p. 52). 
Although this view is an isolated one, it is still interesting to enquire 
how my conclusions respecting Echah Rabbah would have to be 
modified, supposing it correct. According to this hypothesis, it 
is impossible for us to find an adequate and sufficiently definite 
epoch before whieh the completion of the first recension of our 
Midrash can be fixed; we must content ourselves by saying that 
it took place after the final revision of the Mishnah, Mechilta, Sifra, 
and SiM, i. e. after the beginning of the fourth century. The pe- 
riod at which the second recension ..was finished, would remain un- 
altered by Wiesner 's view, if we supposed — and the supposition, 
as such, were not improbable — that the compilers of the Midrash 
and of the Yerushahni both used the same or similar sources. The 
former would then be, even in its present form, entirely indepen- 
dent of the latter. 

23) "Igereth Bikoreth" (edited by BrttU), p. 35 b, note. 

24) Comp. "Gottesd. Vortr.", p. 63, note f. 

25) "Geschichte der Juden", vol. IV, note 13, pp. 436—437. 

26) "Magazin ftir die Wissenschaft des Jndenthums" (edited by 
Drs. Berliner and Hofimann, Berlin) 1880, p. 236. 
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B. Hirsch Chajes*^) and Dr. Adler,^) who explain the 
fact that Onkelos is not mentioned by the authors of Mi- 
drash Rabbah,^®'') by assuming that his commentary was so 
well known as to require no special reference. 

In holding Midrash Echah to be older than "the Talmud 
Yerushalmi and, at the same time, younger than the Bereshith 
Babbah, I tacitly affirm that the latter is also older than 
the Yerushalmi — a relation which I am not warranted in 
assuming, it may be urged. I am willing to admit that, 
should a conclusion legitimately drawn from my views be 
directly opposed to any fact firmly established beyond the 
shadow of a doubt, the insufficiency of my reasoning would 
be proved, and my theory must fall. But I venture to ques- 
tion whether the proposition, that the Bereshith Babbah 
is dependent on the Yerushalmi, rests on so sure a footing. 
It is not for me to consider this point; it has been lately 
discussed by another. There is now appearing in the "Ma- 
gazin fOr die Wissenschaft des Judenthums" a series of ar- 
ticles, by Meier Lemer, entitled ^Anlage des Bereschith Babba 
und seine Quellen", in which the. author seeks to show, that 
this Midrash, in its origimd form, is independent of the Tal- 
mud. Whether the arguments there adduced be answerable 
or not, there is one thing certain, they must be met by the 
supporters of the opposite view, and the task will prove, I 
think, no easy one.^®^) 

In all critical investigations it is of paramount impor- 
tance to know, whether the material at our disposal is trusir 
worthy or not. Zunz regards the ordinary text of Midrash 
Echah as corrupted. This is, however, a point which requires 
the utmost care. If too much stress be laid upon mistakes 
and interpolations of the copyist or the printer, there is an 



27) "Igereth Bikoreth", p. 40 b, (edit, by Brtill). 

28) Introduction to ^^b nrn^. 

28a) Except: tD"B "l"Dn (Introd. i;;^ nm^). 
28b) Through HerrLerner's kindness, I had the advantage of 
reading his admirable essay while it was yet in manuscript. 
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end to all true research. ' Any proposition may be proved 
by pronouncing as corrupt every passage that might appear 
to contradict such a proposition. Therefore, while making 
due allowance for interpolations, explanatory notes and cor- 
rupted passages, in the long run, the critical judge, like the 
civil one, can only decide according to the evidence he has 
before him. (*®m«n vryti^ HD t6H ]'nh )b p«. 

There is another consideration of great moment. The lan- 
guage of the Hagadoth, the names occurring therein, the ex- 
pressions by which biblical verses are introduced, the manner 
in which single passages are suited to the general context, 
these are the principal criterions which led Zunz to his 
conclusions. But he does not give any fixed niles by which 
the relation of the several Midrashim to each other could 
be established. MuUer in the Hebrew periodical "Haschachar'' 
(1870, p. 389), — in an article entitled "Bikkoreth Hap- 
pesikta", — lays down the following three canons. 

1. "If similar passages occur in different Midrashim, 
we must first ascertain which of the latter is their source, 
their original place. In this endeavour we shall succeed, if we 
carefully study the sections themselves, if we seek to discover 
upon what foundations they rest, and how they are suited to 
the context in each Hagadah. Any additions to the original 
words can then be easily detected." 

2.^ "If in one Midrash a strange and uncommon expression 
is found, instead of which in another Midrash a more fami- 
liar and common one is used, the latter is the younger of 
the two works. But particular care is indispensable to the 
correct application of this rule." 

3. "As a rule the legends of all countries were at first 
short and concise both in substance and form; the national 
bards and poets enlarged them in the course of time. Even 
so is the case in regard to most Midrashim; the earlier 
Hagadoth are short, the later contain additions , both in the 
substance of the narratives, and in the quotations from 
Scripture." 



29) Niddah, 20 b. 
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MuUer proceeds to apply these canons to the problem 
before hiin - -- how is the Pesikta related to Bereshith 
Kabbah on the one hand, and to Vayikra Kabbah on the other 
hand. He comes to the conclusion that the true order of suc- 
cession is — Bereshith Kabbah, Pesikta, and Vayikra Kabbah. 

In the next annual issue of the periodical "Haschachar" 
there appears an article by Buber entitled "Sanguria" in 
which the writer says: "In my introduction to the Pesikta 
and also in my notes, I have frequently called attention to 
what Mtiller calls his third law. Nevertheless these laws 
are not sure guides by which we can determine for certain 
which Midrashim are earlier and which later." He argues 
as follows.^) Mliller's first proof is that, of the Piska 
nt^D IN 111^ — which occurs in all three Hagadoth, — Be- 
reshith Kabbah must be regarded as the source, for the 
principal "Derash" is constructed on the verse^*) W^phn i:3P') 
'1:31 nj riN; the compilers of Vayikra Kabbah and Pesikta in- 
troduced it afterwards into their works. But we can with 
equal positiveness aver the contrary — that the original 
place is in Vayikra Kabbah; and who shall decide? The 
whole passage in question is an exposition on a verse neither 
of Genesis nor of Leviticus but of Psalms ^*), ^linis l^P'^^ 
'nr^Ni which text is just as applicable to^^) '1:31 D^'D^ njDt^ as 
to 'i:di n^nhn ^2V) . Therefore this rule aflFords us no sufficient 
criterion. Nor are the second and third laws to be depended 
upon. Although MuUer quotes instances showing that Be- 
reshith Kabbah contains short and difficult sections; yet se- 
veral Hagadoth are rendered in that Midrash with numerous 
details and with clear and familiar expressions, whereas in 
the Pesikta these same Hagadoth occur in a considerably 
abbreviated form, and couched in anything but easy language. 
If the correctness of Kules II and III be admitted , we are 
landed in a gross absurdity ; for Bereshith Kabbah, inasmuch 



30) See pp. 47, 4b. 

31) Gen. VIII, 1. 

32) Ps. XXXVI, 7. 

33) Lev. XXII, 27. 
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3s on the one hand, it jcontains passages more concise than 
the corresponding sections in the Pesikta, — those adduced 
by MuUer, — and on the other hand passages more de- 
tailed, — those brought forward by Buber, — must be, at 
one and the same time, both older and yqui^er than the 
Pesikta. 

I acknowledge that I am at a loss to comprehend the force 
of the first argument. We are told, that the most careful study 
of similar passages occurring in different Midrashim, does 
not guide us in fixing their relative dates of composition? 
because in the case of the Piska ic^D )H "^W we are unable 
to discover in which Midrash it first appeared. That Bule 
I is not universally applicable, Buber has certainly proved; 
but its intrinsic sufficiency he has not examined. In other 
words; in answer to the question, is a certain law valid, he 
asserts, a given instance is no case of that law. This looks 
very much like an example of Ignoratio Elenchi, 

Since he is of opinion, that Bereshith Kabbah, in its 
present form, is the work of one author, Buber is per- 
fectly justified in his criticism on the second and third of 
Muller's canons : for they culminate in a difficulty which is 
really insurmountable. But it has been recently shown, to 
my mind conclusively, that this Midrash contains indubitable 
marks of the hand of a second reviser'*); further, that 
nearly every one of the passages cited by Buber is young, 
or at least of an uncertain character.'^) Viewed in this 
light, the apparently formidable dilemma breaks down, or 
at all events, one of its horns is blunt. The truth is, the 
Bereshith Kabbah does contain some sections which are older, 
and others which are younger than the Pesikta. 

Notwithstanding the failure of Buber's reasoning to re- 
fute the three canons, it does not follow that they are cor- 
rect. To the third, as stated above, 1 would give no asseni 
Let us examine the following cases, taken at random, and 
which could be easily increased a hundredfold: — Midrash, 



34) ''Anlage des Bereshith Rabba und seine Quellen.^' 

35) Appendix C. 
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Shochar Tob, Ps. XVII, 'iDi n'^^w im ^KHV p pyott^ 'i jurs: 
Midrash Tanchuma, Par. Shelach LecHa, n"npn DH^ IDK^I 
'1D1 Dn^Dl Dnn: Yalknt, Bereshith, ')2) V^K 'n "inn n:ni: and 
the corresponding passages in Beresbith Babbah, ob. LXXIX : 
Echah Kabbah, ch. I: and Bereshith Babbah, ch. XLIV, re- 
spectively. The accounts in the former works are more con- 
cise than those in the latter; and if the rule in question be 
accepted, the Shochar Tob, Tanchuma, and Tallrot must be- 
long to the older Midrashim, and the Bereshith Kabbah and 
Echah Babbah to the younger, — propositi(ms which every 
critic, including MQller, would pronounce to be absurd. In- 
deed it is surprising that MuUer should have failed to ap- 
preciate such instances as those just adduced; but his omis- 
sion can easily be accounted for. In his praiseworthy 
eagerness to simplify the subject, and to fix definite laws, 
which shall be always valid, he has overlooked one of the 
plainest truths, viz., that while a writer often dilates on his 
predecessors' compositions, yet he .not unfrequently, for the 
sake of convenience or clearness, shortens and amdenses them. 
The mere circumstance, then, that one account of a Derash 
is longer and more detailed than another, proves absolutely 
nothing. 

We have now arrived at a rather unsatisfactory stage. 
Bule III is insufficient, Bule 11 is precarious, as the author 
himself indicates in the final clause, and Bule I cannot always 
be brought to bear, as Buber proves. Nor can I conceive 
any means of extrication from this difficulty. Owing to the 
countless differences in the readings of the Midrashim , the 
great variety in their modes of expression, and the endless 
considerations which must be taken into account, the parti- 
cular instances are far too numerous and too complicated to 
admit of dogmatical generalization. If these three laws were 
our sole guides, we should be assailed on every side by the 
most conflicting opinions deduced from the same premises; 
for, as Buber so ably expresses it, "every man would judge 
according to his taste," '^) oyis oyis^ IDn >fi^ tC^K tC^K. 



36) "Haschachar", 1871, p. 47. 
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I am now in a position to describe, in a few words, 
tbe manner in which I conducted my enquiries. I was guided 
chiefly by circumstances. Yet there are two fundamental 
ideas, (based on MuUer's observations), which have afforded 
me great assistance, and which are more or less applicable 
to all similar investigations. I would not assign to them 
the dignified name of "canons", I would rather term them 
"considerations" well worthy of the critic's notice. — 

When similar passages occur in diflferent Midrashim, 
we should examine them carefully, and look well into the 
context; by this means the original can often be detected. 

If one account of a Derash is shorter than another, the 
relation between the two works containing those narratives 
cannot be determined by that fact alone. Should the lon- 
ger (B) however, assume the form of a commentary ou tlie 
more abbreviated version (A); or should it be perfectly clear, 
that the author of B used systematically a different mode 
of expression, and differeot language from that in which A 
is written; we are entitled to infer — 1) A is independent 
of B, 2) A is older than B, 3) B is younger than A. 

That B is dependent on A we are not warranted in con- 
cluding: there remains the hypothesis that both B and A 
obtained their material from the same source. It was in 
order to bring out this antithesis that I mentioned propo- 
sitions 1) and 3), both of which are contained in 2). 

Yet another word of explanation. I commenced the 
present work under the influence of the general opinion that 
the Yerushalmi is one of the chief sources of Echah Kabbah. 
After a time I found out that this assumption is open to 
serious objections. I therefore cast all prejudice aside, and 
applied myself to the solution of this problem, — we have 
before us two works, is the relation between them one of 
dependence? 

I shall now attempt to show the relation of Echah 
Kabbah 1) to Talmud Babli, 2) to Talmud Yerushalmi, 
3) to Pesikta derab Kahana. 
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1. Talmud Babli. 

I intend, in the first instance, to establish the fact, 
that one of the revisers of Echah Kabbah was acquainted 
with the Talmud Babli. This point, as the sequel will show, 
constitutes the chief corner-stone, on which the whole con- 
struction of my views rests: it is most unaccountably ignored 
by Zunz, and no critic has yet recognized its due significance. 

Let us consider 1) Echah Kabbah ch. IV, sec. 18, and 
Maccoth, 24 a— b. The author of the Midrash very appro- 
priately connects this narrative with the text 'iDi }VV in b]J; 
since the second half turns on this verse. And yet the origi- 
nal place for the whole account is in the Babli. It is there re- 
lated that Kab says, that he trembles when he reads the verse 
oyyM< yi« DDn« n^:D«l, but Mar Zutra seeks to remove his 
fears by reminding him that the verb ^DK need not ne- 
cessarily signify "to consume entirely", it may also denote 
•'eating as of herbs etc.", i. e. where only a part is destroyed, 
and the remainder is untouched; and in order to strengthen 
this exposition the narrative in question is adduced. Hence it 
is introduced by the words 'iDi rvn IIDI . Whereas in E. R. 
these words are quite inexplicable, unless we assume them to 
be a quotation. For how else can any one begin a paragraph 
n^n iniDI ,DDCnt^ \n in ^y ? E. K. bearing in mind what follows, 
specializes the general expression yro pSiD into ^D11^ pDjDj. 
The usual reading of the next word is, in the Babli, ntobSD* 
In a marginal note the reading Dl^^tODD is given. Probably 
the author of E. R. liad this second reading before him, since 
be writes Dl^^'b^lBD. [In the opinion of the author of 
the commentary Mattenoth Kehuna it is the name of a 
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place.] The second half of the narrative appears in E. R. 
in a more developed form: e. g. ir^y HDno nriN D^iy^ HTpy 
and 'i:di )b^y oh) . The author of E. R. has slightly altered 
the end of the passage so as to make it more suitable to 
his purpose. It is worthy of remark that he does not give 
the reduplication 'nj «l^py ))nm^ xn^py. We shall have 
occasion to notice other similar omissions in the course of 
our enquiries.^®') 

2) E. R., ch. I, sec. 20, and Menachoth, 53b. The 
alteration of pn^ ^ni into iCip)]} ni proves nothing. The 
Midrash renders the whole narrative more lively and 
powerful by considerably enlarging the Babli text. Thus 
on ]yr\ ^n is much more forcible than >jn ^pD^y ^y 
^n«l; and D^pnif pi vn i<b is a more reasonable question 
than )mn JJItt^n «Dlt^. Again, how could Abraham for one 
moment suppose that the Holy One Blessed be He, the same 
Merciful Father who would have spared Sodom and Go- 
morrali liad he found ten righteous men there, that that 
God would have driven His children into exile for the sake 
of a small minority of wicked ones? This author of E. R. 
fully appreciating this consideration writes ^^non^ "|^ n\"l 
uny^ D'niDl for indh (Diy^D KDI:^. He adds the explana- 
tory phrase ni ns^ "|"n: and, since he regards as foreign 
to his context the consolatory conclusion of the Babli, he 
omits it. 

3) E. R., ch. I, sec. 24. 'di )yi< ii<, and -Sanhedrin, 
104 b. A glance at this passage is sufficient to convince us 
that E. R. must have used the Babli. The Midrash adds 
n^intt^n p ("a princely son", in the opinion of some; ac- 
cording to others "a son of her old age"), and also explains 
the immediate cause of Rabban Gamliel's weeping, viz., the 
remembrance of the destruction of the Temple. 

4) E. R., ch. IT, sec. 14; and Nedarim, 65 a, from DJil 
lifn:)nj "[^di till on^nnnD on^ itDDttnr, The account in the 



36 a) An excellent illustration of the fact that E. R. quotes 
the Talmud Babli with the addition of a word of explanation here 
and there, is cb. I, sec. 51, compared with Yoma, 38 b. 
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Midrash looks more like a commentary on the Babli than a 
reproduction of the corresponding passage. It will be observed 
that not a single moment of material importance is added 
on; the leading ideas and the gist of the whole narrative 
remain the same in both works. The phrase ijrilt^n riDll 
'an nnron "id« nrjn 'nn ^DV '1 may have been suggested to 
the author by the Pesikta derab Kahana, Pis. 27, p. 168 b. 

5) E. R., ch. I, sec. 3, and Sanhedrin, 104 a, injD^KD nn\n 
'lDl: The Midrash explains distinctly that the Derash is de- 
rived from the prefixed D; and the following words are the 
same in both works. 

6) E. R., cb. I, sec. 19, and Erubin, 53b. Of the six 
anecdotes cited here by the author of the Midrash only three 
occur in Babli. The second and sixth appear to be de- 
veloped forms of the Babli accounts. E. R., anticipating the 
child's answer, renders R. Joshua's question nnilp yr] )VH 
yyh instead of yyb t^J jn nr^«n: and adds also Kin nriN 
'IDI DDn : further on ntfi^DI suggests a quotation from another 
work, whereas in Babli, R. Joshua speaks in the first 
person; we may notice also the complement ntoJTDlt^ "[113 
)bbn pD^i:il. With respect to the first narrative I am in- 
clined to think that E. R. obtained it from the same source 
which supplied the other three. For Babli explains distinctly 
why R. Joshua deserved the rebuke mitOD -[DIDD D^IOD^. 
The counter-assumption that Babli is dependent on the Mi- 
drash, and that he purposely condensed the original text for 
convenience' sake, is refuted by the considerations respecting 
anecdotes 2 and 6. It likewise fails to account for the fact, 
that the most striking of all the incidents — the fifth — 
is omitted. 

7) E. R., ch. I, sec. 45, and Gittin, 57b. 'ni nit^yD 
'1D1 DH^^ m«D^ This passage occurs in Babli among others 
depicting the sorrowful events which followed the downfall 
of our national independence. In the Midrash, grown up 
persons take| the place of children, and the tyrant is men- 
tioned by name (Vespasian). The division into three parts, 
the expiration with texts on the lips of the dying, and the 

2 
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mouniing of the p"nn are incidents added by the author 
of the Midrash. 

8) E. R., ch. n, sec. 20, and Sanhedrin, 104 b. These 
words occur again in Gh. HI, sec. s. Inasmuch as the author of 
the Midrash wishes to describe the sin of the whole com- 
munity, he renders the statement more general by omitting 
the word D^^JID. 

9) E. R, ck IV, sec. 3, and Gittin, 55b— 56a. This 
section affords an excellent illustration of the manner in which 
a later writer works out and developes the text he has be- 
fore him. E. R. adds on D'nilNn pn ntS^i ^y also N^^tODnK; 
and substitutes >NJtt^ for the more difficult expression ^p 
JOnn. The Midrash explains the significance of the words 
ipilt^ ^HHH) ^^wn by writing ^ jtt^^sn hn . The author of E. 
R. makes Bar Kamza's offer — 1) to pay for what he consu- 
mes ^^); 2) under the same circumstances to abstain from ^- 
joying anything; 3) to defray the expenses of the whole ban- 
quet. According to Babli he is willing to pay for what 
he enjoys, then for half, lastly for the whole of the feast. The 
Midrash tells us distinctly that R. Zechariah ben Abkylas 
was present at the banquet and could have interfered, but re- 
mained silent, — thus rendering more intelligible the remark : 
*The modesty of Zechariah ben Abkylas was the cause of the 
burning of the Temple". In the Babli , this remark refers 
to R. Zechariah's excessive zeal in guarding against every thing 
which could be considered as a violation of the Law. The 
Midrash is careful to supply moments the absence of which 
renders the account in the Babli very improbable, — a Ro- 
man officer accompanied Bar Kamza, but the latter succeeded 
in eluding the vigilance of the officer. The Babli stops short 
at the end of the narrative; it leads us to infer that the 
offering was not brought, and that Bar Kamza was not slain, 
owing to R. Zechariah's objections; The Midrash causes the 



37) KrmVDl ^01 cannot mean the expenses of the whole ban- 
quet, for there would be no climax according to this translation. 
Again, in order to express "the whole feast" the Midrash writes 
KrmVD inn ^D. (See "Mathenath Kehuna'O 
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priest to change the offerings as bis natural resource ; it is 
therefore unnecessary to inform the reader that Bar Kamza in- 
flicted such a blemish on the animal ^ as rendered it unfit 
for a sacrifice according to the Jewish Law, but perfectly 
suitable to the altar according to the heathen regulations.** 
EL B. explains exactly how the matter ended. 

10) E. R. ch. I, sec. 46, and Gittin, 58 a. In spite of 
the similarity between these two narratives, they are inde- 
pendent of one another. The language of E. B. is not that 
of the Babli, but Palestinian Syriac; and the whole narra- 
tive — leaving the introduction out of account — beginning 
with the words nWN pDV IPiof? belongs to the original Mi- 
drash. The first author could not have used the Terushalmi, 
for this passage does not occur there. He either composed 
it himself,^ or reproduced it from some collection of Ha- 
gadoth. 

The first nine instances — - six of which are taken from 
chapters I and 11 — are sufficient to prove, that one of the 
revisors of E. B. thought fit to insert passages written in 
the language of the Talmud Babli. These sections have all 
been shown to be younger than the corresponding ones in 
the Talmud; and we are naturally led to conclude, that 
the latter furnished the reviser with his material. The 
only hypothesis which can be suggested against it is, that 
the author of E. B. had at his disposal a collection of Ha- 
gadoth similar to those occurring in Babli. This gratuitous 
assumption — which should never be proposed except as a 
last resource - - is, in the present instance, repugnant to all 
philosophical reasoning. For ^Hhe most important maxim 
in regulation of philosophical procedure when it is necessary 
to resort to an hypothesis** — says Sir W. Hamilton^) — 
is the "Law of Parcimony'*, which implies that "neither 
more nor more onerous causes are to be assumed than are 
necessary to account for the phaenomena**. And the signi- 
fication of the expression "more onerous**, for the particular 



38) Appendix to Discussions, pp. 628 — 631. 
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question of Causality is^): "that the explanation of an effect 
by a cause of which the very existence is -hypothetical , is 
naore onerous than its hypothetical 'explanation by a cause 
otherwise known to exist." Applying this rule to our case, 
it would be inconsistent with the true method of philosophical 
enquiry to assume, without the slightest reason, the existence 
of a collection of Hagadoth, when the fact that certain para- 
graphs occur in E. R. can be accounted for by the presence 
of the Talmud Babli. 

All further considerations on this point must be de- 
ferred until we are in a position to examine the additional 
data, which are furnished by comparing E. R. with the Pa- 
lestinian Talmud. 



II. Talmud Yerushalmi. 

If it were possible to conceive a universally accepted 
axiom in regard to the sources of our Midrash , that axiom 
would run: Echah Rabbah obtained the greater part of its 
material from the Talmud Yerushalmi. It has been already 
observed that Zunz does not think it necessary to adduce 
any proof whatever for this proposition, he expects that, on 
being stated, it will be at once received; Frankel does al- 
most as much, though he goes the length of citing three 
examples. Let us see what we can gather from the facts 
of the case. 

1) E. R., ch. Ill, sec. 10, 'm n'^'^p lO^lt^S mn h and 
Yerushalmi, Chagiga, ch. 11, 'di W'ln 1>n' nil ""D. This pas- 
sage belongs probably to the original Midrash. The Yerush. 
contains a long explanation to the verse 'NIDIC^ lON'T, even 
more detailed than the corresponding passage in the Babli 
(Chagiga, 4b.), and of this explanation not a single word 
occurs in the Midrash. The conclusion is quite different in 
both. In E. R. the question is \2r\)2 ^D1 , and in Yerushalmi 



39) "Examinadon of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy" by J. S. 
Mill, p. 469 (First edition). 
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VSD Kin\n ^DH DIK^ 7:10 ^Dl. Again, the Yerushalini places 
the two verses cited in the conclusion of the E. B. account 

— 'IDI 'n wp'2 and in^s isp jn> — at the beginning; thus 
rendering the introductory words more systematic. inK nt 
mm }niN Nllp '1 n^ltr nmpD ntri^tt^D. Altogether the 
Terushalmi looks very much like a commentary on E. B. 
and an attempt to arrange its scattered parts into some 
order; it is absolutely inapossible to assert that the Midrash 
obtained this section from the Yerushalmi. 

2) E. B., ch. m, sec. i /ui l)b njD n>m ;Din nj and 
Yer., Maaser Sheni, Ch. V, 'm ^W n)n y^\ The word 
K1S)D in E. B. is difficult, for it must be explained to signify 
first an attendant, and then a teacher. The Mattenath Ee- 
huna is of opinion that our reading is correct, and that the 
word can easily be taken in both meanings, and can refer 
to one and the same man. The Yer. removes all doubts by 
writing ic^Dtt^, and the name t»r^j;nvi (in all probability a 
misprint for H^^p>n) is added. This point would suggest 
that the author of Yer. was aware of the indistinctness 
of E. B.'s reading, and that he altered it accordingly. Of 
the ^^noi ^n^tDltO the Midrash knows nothing. The whole 
description of the tt^j 11 nn is considerably more detailed 
in the Yer., where a conversation between the owner of the 
ox and the Babylonian is related. E. B. is remarkably short 

— a circumstance which is strange enough if we assume that 
its author was acquainted with Yer. Apart from these con- 
siderations let us look at the context. The first three ac- 
counts seem simply quoted to introduce the fourth , and 
the whole looks like, and probably is, a citation from 
some older source. But was that source the Yerushalmi? 
The Mishnah, upon which our passage in the Talmud ex- 
patiates, runs: "Lydda is situated at a distance of one day's 
journey from Jerusalem." The Talmud asks, how can the 
Mishnah make this assertion, while there are instances on 
record, which prove that the journey can be accomplished 
in a much shorter time? The last of these instances has no 
reference whatever to the question. How did it come to be 
inserted in the text? The only admissible explanation is, 
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that it was found together with the really serviceable nar- 
ratives in an older woA, and the author of Yemshalmi addu- 
ced the whole passage as it originally stood. From the exa- 
mination of the context, both in the Midrash and in the 
Talmud, in which our paragraph occurs, we are led to con- 
clude that the former was the source of the latter. We 
have already noticed a few powerful reasons for assuming that 
Ter. is simply a lengthy account of E. R. Without pressing 
this point there is one thing certain, the Midrash is not depen- 
dent on the Talmud. 

3) E. R., Petticha II, 'lDl n^lTD n)n ^iS, and Ter., Cha- 
giga, ch. 1 'm n^r K^tri nnv \ In the Yer. we meet 
with pr jnoi piBD p^ '')pnt:h bn^^tn nyiHi Kjr^ipn 'mjro^ 
'iDi noK p^jHD i6) ISO Hb inDit^K nb) in« irf? p^y. 

The corresponding words are in 



Pesikta d^rab Rnhana, Piska XV 

KyiNi wv^ip pp-on pps)n 

Again 

Pesikta. i Echah Rabbah 



. Echah Rabbah. 

Njn«i Hty^ip \\^pm ppsn 
i<rr^^ph p^ pii-n bHrwi 

'id P")DN1 



p^KNnipmiflip^m 



Hny 'inn 



YeruBhalmi. 

KH^p mio: m^K p^^K 
HPiip 

In these instances the Yer. is certainly clearer than 
both E. R. and Pesikta, and looks like an endeavour to 
render the subject more intelligible. But the concluding 
words 'iDl DUin urw are added in the Midrash which 
fact of itself would lead us to suppose that E. R. is seek- 
ing to explain the Yer. In this conflicting siate of afiGairs 
our only resource is the hypothesis that E. R. and Yer. are 
independent of one another. The former is, however, closely 
connected with the Pesikta derab Kahana. 

4) E. R., Pet. n, '1D1 n^ >jn ^motr and Yer., Rosh 
Hashanah, ch. Ill 'ni ta^) 1D« ^WDIT. [Compare also Pe- 
sikta derab Kahana, Piska 15.] This is one of the passages 
cited by Frankel. The '^Diy^H of the Midrash would favour 
the supposition that the Yer. was used by the author of 
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E. B., but ibe }0r ^d &rther down in the paragraph, be- 
trays its Pesikta origin. There is a very remarkable pecu- 
liarity which should not remain unnoticed. We find the two 
expressions ny^i nn^i^D nn^inji r\yu mm n):h^r\ ^no^K 
yiK^ niin nm ^yb^i: bintm; and pD^^ts^ bni^^ pr b^ 
nn^Di nnru N^n niD^on y^nb niin nn: side by side. How 
is this recapitulation to be accounted for? Let us omit the 
first part in E. R till 'iDl rrif^Q^l ytt'Sn, the whole of the 
latter portion is clearly an explanation and a more detailed re- 
production of the corresponding section in the Pesikta; hence 
the {DT ^D, and hence the 'iDi n""i piD^^tt'D. The author of 
the Midrash wanted to deduce, from the verse itself, the 
idea of the necessary connection between the despising of 
the Law on the part of Israel and the success of the foreign 
powers. He found the ytC^ explained in the Pesikta before 
him; and a suitable exj^sition to Kllf and TDH he obtained 
ftt)m the Yerushalmi; in introducing which into the E. B. 
text he adhered to the language of that Talmud. He there- 
fore retained the ^no^K and the reduplication 'idi p^^tt'D. 
This passage then is a composite one — an attempt to unite 
Yer. and Pesikta into a uniform whole; but the latter supplied 
its foundation. Accordingly it is young and probably the 
work of the later reviser, who, since he was acquainted with 
the Babli, was certainly in possession of the Yerushalmi also. 

5) E. B., Pet. XXm '1D1 nh))lh IDIKH pnv 1'k, and Yer., 
Berachoth, ch. IV 'iDl IDIKH pnv h 101 KDH. [Compare 
Bereshith Babbah, ch. XXXVII 'iDi i)jw yiKl.] The be- 
ginning proves that this passage is independent of Yer. In 
the latter we read ub^V b^ "^toir Kintt^ ^nn ir of which there 
is m trace in E. B. And pnv 'l is mentioned twice in Yer., 
whereas in the Midrash his two dicta are blended into one. 
The order in E. B. is the same as that in Bereshith Babbah: 
Itt^Dl ni2)in comes before pwn: and 'inn pioyiD is a cor- 
rection for ploOD in B. B. The words tV)p^^ K^l seem to 
be an addition. 

6) E. B. ch. I, sees. 14—18, and Yer. Maaser Sheni, 
<*• IV 'iDi moi^n nni piDK pil. These sections in the 
Midrash contain accounts of certain heathens who pretended 
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to be interpreters of dreams; it is also narrated how they 
were exposed by R. Ishmael ben Jose. The only point which 
the Yer. and the Midrash have in common is the dream 
itself and R. Ishmael's interpretation. Yet even here we no- 
tice many variations — variations which of themselves are 
almost sufficient to warrant us in concluding that the authors 
of Yer. and E. B. had each his independent source. In sec. 14 : 
of the whole of the introduction till in HfiK , arid of the 
heathen's interpretation, there is no trace in Yerushalmi. Had 
the latter furnished the author of E. R. with his material, 
he might have added a word or two, even a phrase, of his 
own in explanation of a difficult expression; or he might 
have replaced a difficult word by an easier one. But he 
would hardly have introduced such a new moment as to 
give the whole narrative a totally different purport Accord- 
ing to the Midrash a heathen spreads a report that he is 
an interpreter of dreams; the news reaches the ears of R. 
Ishmael, who determines to counteract any evil influence 
which the impostor may attempt to acquire over the credu- 
lous multitude; he listens first to the false interpretation, 
and then gives the true meaning. The Yer. on the other 
hand simply tells us that B. Ishmael was asked to give the 
signification of a dream. 

The second narrative is connected with the first in E. E. 
jTin KfiK, in the Yer. it is quite separated from it, IC^j in in . 
The author of the Midrash would scarcely have altered the 
explicit words of the Yer. nni^nn np^i^} O^y, and B. Ishmael's 
clear explanation D^Dn H)r\ iVnn>6, into nni^nn ny^n in ^ry, 
and nnnn^ D^nn pno ini iT^ n>K pll pin. Four dreams 
are now interposed in the Yerushalmi. They cer- 
tainly appear later on in the Midrash, but the feet that 
there is no obvious reason for this change of order would be 
an argument for the independence of the one account from 
the other. The verses from which B. Ishmael inferred that 
the dreamer murdered an Israelite are quite different in B. B. 
(HD^Dlt^n Kj loin) and in Yer. (i:;iD "|11). In the next dream 
we notice Kinj Kinni n>ni1 ns^n in the Midrash version, 
whereas these words are wanting in the Yer. Indeed the 
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latter uses this phrase only when the dreamer has commit- 
ted a grieyons crime, in all other cases B. Ishmael gives 
his interpretation without making any remarks. No such 
distinction is made in E. B. In E. B. we read Kin ^>S)M 
KIIDnn Kini rvm pnin which Is clearer than the correspond- 
ing solution in Yer. Ki^jm rvT)j) "pry pnin Tny n» pijn. 
The following dream is related in Yer. as two separate events. 
Here again 'm n^mi ns^n is used indiscriminately in the Mi- 
drash and is absent in Yer. The first part of this dream re- 
mains without explanation in E. B., but is fully interpreted 
in Yer. The absence of ')y\ n^mi n^'^n in several instances 
in Yer. and its continual presence in E. B. can be satisfactorily 
explained by regarding it, in the latter, as referring to the 
Kuthi, who invariably attempted to deceive his hearers, and 
therefore justiy merited R Ishmaers rebuke: whereas in the 
Talmud the phrase relates to the man himself who had the 
dream, and of course B. Ishmael felt himself warranted in 
censuring his conduct only when that conduct was truly sin- 
ful. The next dream: apart from the facts that the number 
is 24 in B. B. instead of 12, and HyilD occurs for KlItDD^K, 
we find the important addition 'idi kdh jD yn^ Km which 
is not mentioned in the Yer. Both B. Ishmael and the 
Kuthi notice this point in their interpretations. It is unnecessary 
to examine the following dream minutely, for it is quite diffe- 
rent in the two accounts. The last narrative in sec. 14 contains 
two separate dreams, out of which the Yer. makes three. There 
is a great difference in the wording of the dreams — in E. B. 
'^myni^Kn 'b pono Koy ^dt and in Yer. -|nipi^K pit pn ^^ lon^o 
nnj; further, in E. B. ^b pD^pDi pmyi^n 'b Yr\fi^t:i KDy *?D1 

prpniyDiKn and in Yer -|iDis)n nsj ^nn pn ^b ^t^n'^f^ 

"lyiW c)>pr pDn . — and also in their explanations inasmuch 
as in the Midrash the dreamer is informed that he will cer- 
tainly suffer loss, while the Yer. leaves the question undecid- 
ed. Sec. 15. The most important point of the whole nar- 
rative, namely, that the Kuthi had beheld no vision but that 
he invented a falsehood in order to ridicule B. Ishmael, is 
entirely wanting in E. B., but distinctly mentioned in the 
Yerushalmi. The phraseology of the two works, the expo- 
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sition of the various points , are by no means identical. In 
E. R., the punishment pronounced by B. Ishmael is death; in 
Yer., everlasting illness, (♦^"I'Tlonw ^^2} Kinni. The second 
half of the section is a continuation of the former narrative, and 
K Ishmael is again consulted ; in Yer. the order is different, 
and B. Jose bar Halephta is addressed. As to the passages 
themselves — 



Echah Rabbah. 

:pJD nnj >Dn 
: Kionn nytta nnn 



Yerushalmi. 

•.niDDinriD nKi 

:tvn K^^D ttni^ 

:^p^D nm 



the Yer. is clearer than E. B., in the last expression. Again 
the final remark 'i2l nyttO KDn pi is far less forcible in E. 
B. — where the exact seasons of the year are given — than 
in Yer., where the second applicant, although relating what 
had befallen him in almost the same words as those of his 
predecessor, received a totally different and highly unfavou- 
rable answer. Sec. 16. Apart from the fact that the event 
is recorded in the name of B. Jochanan in E. B., and B. 
AMba in Yer., the words of the former li^n K?! )J"^Y\ are 
explained in Yer. ic^jD HH n^^yir nm noi . Sec. 17. — 



Echah Rabbah. 

'oi rr^b ^'b' p pi 



Bereshith Rabbah.^') 

: K>^yiB 
tonit^y 

'iDi rvb ^'b' pjDi 



Yerushalmi. 

wanting 
wanting 
wanting 



All these considerations prove that E. B. is connected 
with B. B. and not with Yer. This passage is interesting, for 
it is quoted by Frankel as an example of the dependence of 
E. B. on the Talmud Yerushalmi. Sec. 18. — 



40) vD-ix rmv- 

41) ch. i.xvm. 
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Echah Babbah. 

tnyps 
: n^ mn pi rhm 



Teruahalmi. 

:NDn Kin n^b 



BereBhithRabbah.^*) 

:KTnn 
. : p n^ mm n^m 

pnnni pn pnn^ 
:pmnj mn nb 

There can be no doubt that the Midrash Echah is nimply 
a detailed form of B. R., and not of Ter. The fact that the 
woman came a second time, received the same tidings from 
R. Eleazar, and witnessed again the verilScation of the Rabbi's 
.prediction, is an addition on the part of the author of E. R. 
According to Ter., the disciples inform the woman that she 
will bear a son, and that her husband will* die. Of the first 
statement neither B. R. nor E. R. knows anjrthing. After a 
time R. Eleazar returns and his disciples tell him what has 
happened — this is the Yer. account; in E. R. and B. R., the 
woman, on hearing the sad fate which awaits her, commences 
to weep bitterly, R. Eleazar hears her voice, asks his pupils 
the cause of her lamentation, and thus learns the truth. As 
an additional proof of the connection between E. R. and B. R. 
may be cited — 



Echah Kabbah. 

:'m yn p h^ 



Bereshith Kabbah. Yerushalmi. 

:'oi n^nD p nb :'idi ^^hw 

The Author of E. R. must have had a special source 
for the greater part of sees. 14 — 18, though he is dependent 
to some extent on Bereshith Rabbah and Pesikta. 

7) E. R.. ch. I, sec. 23, btntrb n':ipn iidh >'ntt^n« 

^nn n)'in) by and Yer. Taanith, ch. IV, 'ni m]jn ^D Ktt^ni. 
The long explanatory dicta of R. Ebo and R. Jehudah bar 
Simon are sufficient to show that this passage is something 
more than a mere working out of two lines in the Yeru- 
shalmi. Such a striking observation as Hny^'V^ mno inK 
'1D1 ^nni nnKI, especially when coupled with the name of 



42) Ch. LXXXIX. 
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K Jebudah bar Simon, is not simply an emanation irom 
tiie mind of the author of E. K; it is a reproduction from 
some collection of Hagadoth. 

8) E. B., ch. I, sec. 51. 'iDl p ob))lh tt^ nwn HDI 
and Yer., Taanith, ch. IV 'di vn IDtt^D >IWK ^^n. The Ter. 
explains every statement by means of a biblical verse, and 
on one occasion in a very detailed and lucid manner \*r 
l>nD niKD nniKD. Of all these expositions E. R. knows 
nothing. The second half of this paragraph from pn mSii 
'1D1 pjyno till nriN ran has no corresponding passage in 
Yer. It is worthy of remark that a biblical verse is here 
introduced by a most unusual phrase ^K^jin 1D1K inK mn^l . 
Altogether this section belongs to the original Midrash , and 
it is either the work of the author himself, or a citation 
from some work other than the Yer. 

9) E. R., ch. I, sec. 54, 'oi ^HDW" )bw nytC^n KI^IID DH ; 
and Yer., Taanith, ch. I, 'm DipD i?Dn ^nv p pyott^ '") on. 
If this passage proved anything, it would prove that Yer. 
is dependent on E. R. One consideration will suffice to 
show this. 



£chah Kabbah. 

n>ran onoy nr^tt^ ub')f? i^j 



Yerashalmi. 

no ]r\t:i)j nyyi; rhy\ nt:ih ii?j 
pKi ub'']p ^KDD >nDn KDytD 
jtintn > jKi K"nD no nbn ob'V 

The Talmud introduces a new moment nD based on 
the word D!?^y which occurs in the Midrash. Accordingly 
the Yer. carries the dedu<5tion from the text one step further. 
Again, 'lD G^l^t^b )b^ is wanting in E. R. These points 
compel us to assume that E. R. is independent of any known 
work: for although a connection between the Midrash and 
Mechilta**) is suggested by the occurrence of D!?^yV )by in 
both, yet the absence of ')2} oni^D^ I^J in E. R. is sufladent 
to convince us that no such connection exists. And if we 
remember that the Mechilta commences with a prefatory 



43) Parshath Bo, sec. 14. 
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generalization 'oi DipiD ^Dn NITID HK pi, of which there is no 
trace in E. R., our conviction becomes considerably strength- 
ened. 

10) E. K. , ch. n , sec. 4. pBK pn>i£^ tfinn mn pnv 'n 
'm 'n yVnn; and Ter., Taanith, ch. IV, im mn '1 in^n niD^^i 
'1D1 . On reading the first passage of this long narrative we 
cannot fail to remark that the Midrash is very young, for 
we find the expression -[D i<yp]j 'l 1DK nt b)J) (which is 
not the language of the original Midrash), and vn^ nyttOI 
nj^rhtf? ^H^V is a translation of r\T\pb pB^ rnm IDT in the 
Talmud; further, the words 'i3i KIIOD'^1 '^K ^npD are not 
met with in Yer., and appear to be, not an original expla- 
nation of the reviser of E. R., but a reproduction of a current 
tradition. The passage nm ipjT b^ l^lp does not occur in 
E. R.; and DlK '•jn after mni ^i^K D^jllDl^ suggests that the 
author of Midrash Echah had Bereshith *Rabbah (ch. LXV) 
before him. A highly important consideration is the following: 



Echah Rabbah. 



Yerushahni. 

ppnnit^Di ^>Dn prKi tt^n mm 
t])b \'oy^ 

:HnWt2 KD^D KIH pT 



Instead of the West or Palestinian Syriac of the Ye- 
rushahni, we find either pure Hebrew, or the East Syriac 
of the Babli. Indeed the whole of sec. 4 is strongly im- 
pregnated with the language peculiar to the latter Talmud. 
In this instance the author of the Midrash has somewhat 
man-ed the effect of his text: the Yer. ny Hb tn p \*^1])^ 
is rather more impressive than Kl )TH I'^'^l])^ . The whole 
account of R. Eleazar Hammodai is very young, for it is 
a commentary on, rather than a reproduction of its original 
text. This passage affords us another example of a pecu- 
liarity in the style of E. R. which has been pointed out 
above "*'•), viz., the absence of the reduplication, p"D nw bn 
'iDi pnn nit^n bn ovn. And rvb bvt: dijh^tih Kyi is trans- 
lated into inn^ injn jn^ . The speech of the Kuthi is length- 
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ened to a considerable extent la E. B., and tbe words h^ 
'id Hn^Ujnn Kim pov are added on. The Midrash antici- 
pates the events which follow by relating that the bystanders 
inform Bar Ghozeba^) that B. Eleazar is about to surrender 
flie city to the enemy. The Ter. tells us that they simply 
brought the Kuthi to Bar Chozeba. The Kuthi^s statement 
as given in E. B. differs considerably from tiie Yer. account, 
but the reason for this divergence is easily explwied. The 
author of the Midrash found a great difficulty in understand- 
ing the words of Yer. — a difficulty which every attentive 
reader must encounter. The Kuthi says he would rather 
be sentenced to death by the king than be executed by 
Bar Chozeba, and he addresses that general in these terms: 
^If I tell thee what passed between us (i. e. between the 
Kuthi and the generaFs Imsman) I commit an act of treason 
against the king, if I remain silent I offend thee; I prefer 
to'fall at the kii^^s hand.'' As a matter of fact, he does 
reveal the supposed conspiracy. This great inconsistency in 
the man's conduct — on the one hand, his pretended loyalty • 
to the king, and on the other hand, his deliberate treachery, — 
is avoided by the Midrash, according to which his words run: 
"I prefer to be punished by thee, so that the secrets of the king 
may not be divulged'' HniD^Dl pTloD^ID ponann K^i; and hence 
Bar Chozeba inferred the existence of a plot. This change for 
tbe purpose of connecting the various members of the con- 
text in an intelligible and logical manner, indicates a much 
younger epoch than that of the original Midrash. The com- 
mentary continues — '1D1 KJD>Kp >m^l^l KjK"l also K^onj 
nnjil . Whereas the Yer. is clear in the exposition of the 
verse — 'iDl ^^^Kn ^jni ^in, the Midrash furnishes us with 
another peculiarity further examples of which will be forth- 



44) ^^Chozeba" is the name of a town (In I Ghron., IV, 22, it 
is spelt M^'b)- Bar Chozeba's enemies derived this word from the 
root 3D ^to lie" and thus designated hhn "The Impostor*'; whereas 
his friends named him ^ar Kochba, thus altering 20M1D (this is 
the spelling In the Midrash) to KnDID ''The Star", with reference 
to the verse (Numbers XXIV, 17), '^There shall come a Star out of 
Jacob** 
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coming. We read OKT py no^Dl ^Ktr V» jjnnr not), now 
ntro (thoQ hast blinded) can be used in reference to ora^ py, 
but it can hardly be aiq^lied to bHKtr ^ \Sfr\u We next 
notice ^Knr:i a stronger term than ^niD, and >^ rpn^KI W 
corresponds with the Yemdialmi rpoitDS) ^ ^On. The Mi- 
drash nses the Babli term KJDy for "serpent" instead of the 
Yer. ny*y^. Strange to say, in the next account the author 
of £. R. omits on^ tdllt^l noip K^O. The snbstitation of 
)^W DV fw un^«^D and irp'TDH i6tt^ miDn for k^ nuDn 
miDl soggests that the author of £. R. had in mind Babli 
Taanith, 31a. The next passage heginB at once with tiie 
narratiye in E. R. , and in Yerush. it is given in the name 
of R. Jose — a point which warrants us in doubting whether 
the Midrash is a later form of the Yer. Again, the Midrash 
pn30 in p>^D mn "DI requires explanation: "When any one 
(noi belonging to the "Bulitin*') went up to Jerusalem etc** 
The difficulty lies in the word }injD which, one should think, 
refers to the subject of the preceding sentence; but this gives 
no meaning, and we are compelled to assign to it the rather 
distorted signification pointed out above. On the other hand 
in Yer. there is no ambiguity p^ w^ 11 ^On pim TOI. 
For D^^*T the Midrash writes a contemptuous expression 
MTinr mn "that comer*'. Now it is a well known &ct that 
our Wise Men invariably attached great importance to the 
use of pure and unpolluted language. It it regarded as a 
spedid merit of B. Jochanan be Zadiai^), that on one oc- 
casion he said ninion ppDID pKI for nWDIM ppDIDI. Can 
we imagine that a writco*, belonging to the dass of such men 
as B. Jochanan, would have designated Jerusalem, which is 
builded as a dty that is compact together: whither the tribes 
go up, the tribes of the Lord, unto the testimony of Israel, 
to give thanks unto tiie name of the Lord: for there are 
set thrones of juc^ment, the thrones of the house of David 
— would have called this holy city khmt Kin "that corner"? 
It is probable, nay certain, that, had the author of Yer. 
found this eq[)ression, be would have altered it to Q^^tcn1^ 



45) Pesacbim, db 
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But the supposition that the author of E. B. made the change 
which, if Ter. had been his source he must have done, is 
repugnant to the spirit of our Wise Men's writings. This pas- 
sage, then, belongs to the original Midrash and is indepen- 
dent of Yer. E. B. narrates the next passage in the name 
of B. Jo'chanan, the Yer. adduces it anonymoudy. This 
dictum really seems to emanate from B. Jochanan, for we 
find something similar in Babli (Gittin, 58 a). But the tt^ 
D^IDIK of the Yer. shows that the Talmud had two diflferent 
accounts; and the Midrash had but one source. This para- 
graph also is part of the original Midrash, and is not depen- 
dent on Yerushalmi. In the following paragraph — 



Yenishalmi. 

pn^^y p^m o^on pim 

:p^.p^tDpD1 
piDK pn>i^i ^y N^^b W3 



Echah Kabbah. 

iny ^Kon ppiit^ pin k^i 

:\\nH >NDn 

Here the Midrash explains the exact meaning of the 
personal pronouns in p^ p^DpDI, it was the two brothers who 
harassed the Bomans and not vice versa; and the second 
phrase is rendered quite clear in E. B. There is an uncer- 
tainty in the Midrash as to the reading l!?K or pyDtS^. The 
author does not seem to have been certain whether both brothers 
were to have been crowned O^K), or the leader alone (pyott^). 
This passage is clearly a working out of the Yer.; but it 
is young as the following observations will show. The whole 
of the passage occurring at the end of the account. of Bar 
Chozeba, beginning with the words p!?^K !?^t5p jKD 1D« is 
repeated again in E. B. (and not in Yer.) with a remarkable 
alteration, which can be best illustrated by means of the 
following comparison. 



Echah Rabbab. 

(Account of the 2 brothers) 



Echah Rabbab. • 

(Bar Chozeba account) 



Yerushalmi. 

(Bar Chozeba account) 



These last words of E. R. are a combination of the 
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Yer. and the former narrative in the Midrash; and the 
Babli term KjDy is again used for the Yemshalmi nr^n. 
In the next narrative the Midrash has altered the compli- 
cated words of the Jer. nmnto nv)n plH piDlD Vn into 
the intelligible expression 'into ^"DID b^ DV^n pIK VT\. 
The words ^iOW nnny ^D myb jnplDI are omitted in 
E. B., also the statement respecting the n^l is omitted in 
Yer. This point, coupled with the facts that ppnc^D VTW 
insn is introduced into the Yer. anonymously, in £. B., 
on the other hand, by the name of Bab Hunna, and quali- 
fied by niU^n at the end, would suggest that E. K obtained 
its material from some source other than the Yerushahni. The 
destruction of B. Elazar ben Harsum's property is not men- 
tioned in the Midrash. Probably the author had Babli 
(Yoma, 35 b.) before him, and was anxious to leave on the 
mind of his readers an impression of the magnitude of B. 
Elazar's wealth. In the following narrative the Midrash 
differs, already at the beginning, in two points from the 
Talmud. In the former the locality of the cities is specified 
~ in the South — further, they are termed mi^y (cities) 
and with reason, for the name "ISD (village) is hardly 
appropriate to a town, the inhabitants of which number 
1200,000 men, without reckoning women and children; and 
yet the Talmud has this latter word. E. B, explains riTny^ 
by the well known term M^jD^N, and considerably expands 
the account of Chephar Dichrin. The words n'^Qp pnv I'k 
biCW* pH rfy are quite out of place as they occur in the 
Midrash; but in Yer., where they are cited in the name of 
B. Hamnah, they can be conceived to belong to the context. 
The following narrative in E. B. is hardly dependent on Yer. 
Notice the alterations: E.B., Bab Hunna, for Yer., B. Jocha- 
nan ; E. B. , 300, for Yer., 80 ; E. B., B. Jeremiah in the 
name of B. Chiya bar Abba, for Yer., B. Jochanan. Also the 
tale of the 80 priests (in the Talmud 80 pair of priests) 
is differently given in the two works. According to the 
Talmud , they were simply married beneath a vine ; accord- 
ing to the Midrash , they were already married , and were 
executed, with their wives, under the vine. The dictum 

3 
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of R. Jeremiah in the name of B. Chiya bar Bo respecting 
the 'm n)y^ O'^m^ does not occur in the Midrash. The 
account of the avenging of Zachariah's blood occurs no less 
than three times in Midrash Echah, and a carefid examina- 
tion of it will lead us to a striking result Notice the 
change at the beginning 

E. R. Chs. Hand IV. E. R. Pethicha 23 

niryn in D^it^^ nirp 



Yerushalmi. 

nirpN^y'K!?Nic^ 
niryn Hb^ bi<l^' 



mryn'iK7Niit^^mryn 
nb n>^ 1DK D^it^j 
N^i bicm' niryn 
iQW) mryn 

Now it is clear that these two variations occurring in 
the Midrash have one object in view, viz., symmetry between 
the wording of the question and of the answer. In the one 
passage the words of the answer in E. B. are so^anranged 
as to correspond with those of the question, which is cited 
in the exact form which the Talmud gives it. In the two re- 
maining cases (chs. II and IV) the answer of the Yer. is retained 
and the question in E. B. is altered accordingly. How can we 
explain the circumstance that the same end is sought in two 
instances by one, and in the third instance by another method? 
In all probability we have before us the work of two authors,"*^) 
both of whom give an independent version of the Yerushalmi. 
For if our Midrash were the product of one composer we 
should be compelled to tax him with great inconsistency: 
— he first altered the Yer., and then repeated himself faith- 
fully in one case, and in a different manner on another oc- 
casion. The context shows that the Pethicha is not the ori- 
ginal place for this narrative, since it is there suggested by 
the words innDT b^ i3iy n? tj^snnb \)]) T^ro mm without 
reference to what precedes, and what comes after it. Nor 
can ch. IV (sec. 16) claim the priority, for it is there in- 
troduced, as a separate paragraph, as an exposition to the 



46) This is merely a point in itself. My principal argument for 
the fact that the Midrash is the work of two authors will be fully 
enunciated farther on. See p. 41, note 56. 
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verse rPKOj n»tDnD, and the connection between this verse 
and the narrative must be established by the words nniM b)J 
'1D1 nye^. Now the massacre of the Israelites deleted in 
this account is a very suitable appendage to tiie text y^n 
!?Dn vh) 'n under which it is quoted in ch. 11, besides it 
occurs ihere among a number of similar sad events which 
befell the unfortunate Jews. These considerations prove that 
true order of occurrence, aiTanged according to priority, is: 
chapter II, chapter IV (both of which may have emanat- 
ed from one writer), and Pethicha 23. The only differences 
between chs. II and IV, besides that already mentioned are; 
the latter adds the words mh^ pij before D^nitS rPIDT 9'h 
')y\ (this is a minor point), and farther ^Dn ivb for >Dn, 
this must be explained as follows. According to the reading 
in ch. II the sense is: "And since he (Nebuchadnezzar) 
spake unto them thus (i. e. threatened them 'm wpnOD k:k), 
they said unto him, wherefore shall we conceal the truth from 
thee etc.''; according to ch. IV, "And since he spake to 
them, it is not so (i. e. you are trying to deceive me), they 
said etc." With these exceptions, ch. IV may be regarded 
as a repetition of ch. II ; it will be sufficient for us to con- 
fine, our attention to the latter and Pet. 23. In all three 
passages the Midrash places ^nit before ^^K, no doubt because 
this is the order usually observed in the Torah.'*'^) Ch. n 
writes, as the Yer. gives it, l^riD jDH and Pethicha alters 
this to TVn, yny^. The fact that the same account is quoted 
from the same source in two different forms, is an indica- 
tion of the existence of two different authors. The Midrash 
adds in all three cases Difi^n DH )bbn), and without this, as 
in Yer., we must reckon oniBD DVT ni^ as iwo transgressions 
in order to make up the seven. The expression nni Kp 
which occurs in ch. II is taken from the Babli (Sanhedrin);**) 
the Pethicha prefers the Yer. DDin. Both words are equally 
intelligible. The substitution of ^NH ^KO (ch. II), for the Yer. 



47) e. g. Deut. XV, 22. 

48) 67b. 
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ni h^t; n't: no is also due to the Babli; here again the Pe- 
thicha retains )yt6 no of the Yer. Ch. II omits "[Isnifi^Nl; and 
the Pethicha alters the Yer. nnron f)J '^yt: ir\nic^ into ir^nic^ 
ptomu; and (as in Yer.) adds D>^'K1 to D'lt^nDi ons) — both 
of which points iSnd no equivalent in ch. 11. We need but 
glance at the following paragraph to be convinced that E. R. 
in the three cases used the Babli and not the Yerushalmi. 
Ch. II cofnes back afterwards to the Yer. 'w n'Dpn N^Dn^ 
though in very few words, and though 'm pKimj inim 
is taken from Babli. But the Pethicha ends completely 
as the Babli, with the slight alteration WltniS for KTiloiS). 
The Pethicha quotes 'iDT "|^ ND^: 1ND word for word from 
Babli, whereas ch. II works out this point in a very 
detailed manner. Strange to say, the connecting link 
of the Babli 'iDi D'Jlt^ HDD Km is omitted in ch. 11 and 
reappears in the Pethicha, where also the explanatory phrase 
is added 'm II^IB 'jlt^ HID uyb which is wanting in ch. 11. 
The Pethicha introduces from Yer. 'oi 'nlB ^bn 'Q WK and 
adds '1D1 JTJintt^ ny all of which is wanting in ch. II. The 
following is an interesting consideration — 



Echah Rabbah. 


Echah Rabbah. 


Babli. 


Yerushalmi 


Ch. II. 


Pet. 23. 




. 











It is evident that the Pethicha is simply a reproduction 
of the Babli with a slight change ; but ch. II is clearly a 
paraphrase, in easier language (pure Hebrew), of the Yeru- 
shalmi. I think that sufficient has been said to establish 
the following fact beyond doubt: — The two accounts 
of the avenging of Zechariah's blood, which occur in E. R., 
are emanations from two distinct writers, each of whom 
had the Babli and the Yerushalmi before him, and each 
of whom produced a different combination of the same two 
sources. The passage in the Yer. from D^jIDtfi^ pnv I'K 
'iDi D^mn^p -|in^ orb inin n:)n::i mi's d^s^n till 7)i)c tin 
l^ND does not occur in the Midrash. The following narrative 
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is cited in the name of K. Johanan in the Terushalmi, and 
anonymously in E. R. The latter adds inr ^rJD |Tll, and 
very properly brings the exclamation "Let us first drink" 
after having told us, that the Ishmaelites produced the salt- 
ed food and the empty waterbottles; the author of the Mi- 
drash probably thought, that the words of the Yer. p nn 
^^n^f pKT '^w^ ought to be omitted, since they anticipate too 
much. The whole passage is a detailed reproduction of the 
Talmud, and it is unnecessary to adduce proofs. The conclud- 
ing paragraph of sec^ 4 is probably dependent on the Be- 
reshith Kabbah (ch. LVl) since R. Judan is quoted. 

We have seen that the whole of Section 4, in its pre- 
sent form, is young, for the Babli is frequently cited. Never- 
theless we have also observed that those portions which be- 
long to the original Midrash are independent of the Talmud 
Yerushalmi. 

11) E. R., ch. IV, sec. 23, and Ter., Shabbath, ch. XVI 
'1D1 pnit^v vn 'DV '1 '2 ^Nyott^ hi K11 K^>n 'n 'l. The Mi- 
drash omits R. Chiya and Raba, and writes r\:wn oy, for the 
Ter. rf?Vt2b) nn:f2r\ JD. According to E. R., Rabbi insists, 
that what has Befallen him is a punishment for some sin which 
he has committed ; but R. Ishmael says "Even if we were not 
engaged with this subject (i. e. with the verse ^) which is 
immediately afterwards cited) , and this had happened to 
thee, I should have said so; now how much more reason 
have I to exclaim, 'The breath of our nostrils, the anoint- 
ed of the Lord, was taken in their pits.'" The meaning is 
that Rabbi suflFered for the sin of the whole community. 
Now the Yer. is remarkably clear and requires no explana- 
tion. When Rabbi accuses himself, R. Chiya says, "it is in 
consequence of our iniquities that thou sufferest, as it is 
written 'The breath of our nostrils etc.' " R. Ishmael conti- 
nued, "even if we were not engaged with the subject we 
should be obliged to speak thus, how much more so now; 
since we are so occupied". Again, the latter half of this 
narrative as given in E. R. contains pure Halachah, and has 



49) Lam. IV, 20. 
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nothing corresponding with it in the Talnoiud. This passage, 
then, is independent of the Yerushahni; and the same source 
which supplied the author of E. K. with the second half, 
probably furnished him also with the first half of the account. 

12) E. R., ch. V, sec. 15, ani Yen, Sota, ch. IX, I'K 
nn^n njltt^KIl Kidn . The Midrash ^ites the verse l>lta 
'1^1 )n^ nb which occurs in the Mishnah. The accounts 
in E. R. and Yer. are very similar; both are written in 
the same language, viz. Hebrew, and both are very well 
suited to the context; so that it is impossible to decide 
which of the two is the older. It is true that the Yer. 
interpolates 'i:3l nhn pyiSJ vn nb nWH'n and that, had 
the author of E. R. used the Talmud, he would probably 
have quoted the whole passage as he found it; but I do not 
insist on this point, for he may have omitted these words, 
since they have no reference to bis text. From this passage 
nothing can be proved. 

13)- E. R., Pet. 33; Yerushalmi, Taanith, ch. IV; Babli, 
26 b (Mishnah) and 30 b— 31a. 



Echah Rabbab. 



Yerushalmi. 



Babli. 

The Midrash differs in three points from the Yer. :mn 
for >n , the more general term hnw for D'^H^ , and the 
verb is placed before the subject. Now the last two alte- 
rations are points of no great moment, although they 
tend to enhance the effect. But the important change mn 
for '»yi was probably suggested to the author of the Mi- 
drash by the Babli. The following consideration removes 
all doubts as to the question whether E. R. is here depen- 
dent on the Babli or not. 

Babli 
DmSDH DV KD^C^l 

DV r\b'nt2) nn'bt: 
n)n)b n "umc^ 



Echah Rabbab 

miiiHK n)n)b n 



Yerushalmi. 

DmSDH DVn HIT) 

bv n^isD H)rw 
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The words 'nw DV do not occur in the Terashalmi, 
and . . . NO^li^n is the ordinary expression of the Babli, 
It would be difficult to find a stronger proof that the author 
of E. R. used the Babli, and preferred its language (for 
reasons which will be explained) to that of Yer. I am 
inclined to think that he had the Yer. before him in 
this instance, and that he thence obtained the words nias 
and ^Hlttr; the order in which the separate portions of the 
whole narrative follow one another would lead us to the 
same result. But yet the whole passage ^KIDC^ 1DK rXDTV 'l 
nmnii; OV till cj^D^ cj^DID K^II does not occur in Yer., and 
is taken from the Babli. 

14) E. R., ch. I, sec. 51. '1:31 'J)dd pn^ ^D; Yer., Be- 
rachoth, ch. II 'iD1 nOK pni; Babli, Baba Bathra, 75 b, and 
Sanhedrin, 98b. The whole introduction (in E. R.) from 
'1:31 ppr\ ^:3 till ^)b p )J^)rv 'n is taken jfrom -the Babli. It is 
not at all strange that the autior of E. R. added Knjno^ lO,\2 
'Dtcn, because that may have been a current proverb. The 
first thing that strikes us on examining the narrative itself 
is, that the beginning of the Yer. account is cited at the 
end of the Midrash version, after a long quotation from the 
Babli. The author did this possibly for the sake of the ge- 
neral effect. The Midrash alters '^HDTV to c^j in, because 
farther on the Arabian asks the man what he is, and our 
author does not wish to anticipate. This drawing out of 
the words of Yerushalmi by the author of E. R. is any- 
thing but elegant The following phrase, for instance, which 
occurs in the Talmud 'iDl "jlin nc^ 'Klin' in ^K1in> in is 
far more powerful than the corresponding tedious dialogue 
in the Midrash. The latter has ni)rv orh n^mn Kniy ni>nn 
for miiT DH^ n'^y^ KD^D mo p and ins for -|:pjp . Ac- 
cording to E. R., the man asks the mother why she does 
not come forward and purchase; in Yer.' it is related that, 
from the conversation of the women standing around him, 
he learns that Menachem^s mother has bought nothing. 
The remarkable phrases Hp)y*b ^C^p ^'tt^m, and, afterwards 
'ini rvb:r\ bv ^V^B^< "tc^p r\wnr\, do not occur in Yer. The 
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Ter. n^rstom*^) is better suited to the context than n^Jl^yD.**) 
The Midrash repeats 'isi n^lDK "[S nh) and creates thereby 
a great difficulty. The first part of the mother's words 7]J 
y^n ^1^:i'1 was fulfilled, for the child was born just after 
the destruction of the Temple. But the second half has no 
meaning. As a matter of fact the Temple was not rebuilt 
during the lifetime of the child, nor even after his death.**) 
This anomaly might perhaps be avoided in the Talmud by 
explaining >>jDnD i^'hXll as follows: The man comforts the 
mother by instilling in her the hope, that the Temple may 
be rebuilt for . her child's sake. *^) Although this hope 
was never realized, yet the man was fully justified in his 
endeavours to console the afflicted mother by means of 
it. The Midrash now adduces a passage from Babli, and 
places the dictum of K. Chanina before that of R. Janai. 
Neither in the Babli nor in the Yer. do we find K^UjD Kn^n '") 
'1^1. This narrative as we have it is very young, since 
the Babli is so freely used. In all likelihood the original 
Midrash contained this account, but it was afterwards re- 
modelled according to the Babli and Yerushalmi combined. 
There are points which render it difficult to assume that 
the E. R. is directly dependent on the Talmud Yerushalmi. 
Besides those mentioned, we must notice pn^ 11 ^KIDU^ '") 
in E. R. for pni in Yer. This is the third and last in- 
stance quoted by Prankel. 

15) E. R., ch. IV, sec. 4; Yer., Horaioth, ch. Ill; Babli, 
Gittin, 58 a. The Midrash ipnn^ )nnQ bv "iDy is a com- 
bination of Babli DrndKH n^l nns bv noyi 'f?n and Ye- 
rushalmi inns bv jT^ntt^ jvd ipnn^ )j^m '^ "i^ni. The 
application of the verse rsn D^K^lDDn Dnp^n |V^f ^^n, and 
further 'iDI myoi V^y U^n are taken from Yer., but the 



50) "And snatched him away". 

51) "And carried him off". 

52) Compare my remarks on "iDi "jyi-it HD^D (p. 31.) 

53) The Yer. writes r\^br\2 and for r^'^bri bv the former of 
which expressions may possibly be translated "for his sake". 
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whole passage from ^3K ntOllDtC^ till ]J\trbH p ^KyotS^ 'l is 
quoted almost word /or word from th,e Babli. 

We are now in a position to arrive at a definite result 
with r^ard to the composition of Midrash Echah Rabbah, 
in as far as the two Talmudim are concerned. Let us proceed 
to collect our premises. We have seen that the Midrash, 
in its present form, is written in two totally different styles; 
the West or Palestinian Syriac Stands side by side with 
the East Syriac, and with the usual modes of expression 
peculiar to the Talmud Babli. This use of the Babylonian 
language is not confined to the last chapters,**) we have 
had occasion to notice a striking instance in one of the in- 
troducfcry Pethichoth. We have likewise observed that Mi- 
drash Echah not unfrequently exhibits a strong tendency to 
combine the Yerushalmi and Babli versions of the same nar- 
rative; that it often shows a decided preference in favour 
of the latter Talmud, by rendering in the Babylonian phra- 
seology single words and whole sentences which, we have 
every reason to believe, were originally written in the Pa- 
lestinian dialect. Lastly we have examined instances which 
point to the conclusion that, where similarity exists between 
Echah Rabbah and the Yerushalmi alone, the Midrash is in- 
dependent of the Talmud. The question arises, what are we 
warranted in inferring from these data? 

In the first place, it is clear that two such distinct 
styles as characterize the Midrash could never have emanated 
from one and the same writer ; Echah Rabbah is, therefore, 
the work of at least two authors.**) Secondly; the later 



54) Compare Zunz's remarks on the last chapters which are 
quoted at p. 3. 

55) The two authors who wrote the different accounts of Ze- 
chariah's death (pp. 35 — 38) were both aquainted* with the two 
Talmudim, and both belong to the later period. Accordingly I ought 
to have asserted, at the onset, that our Midrash is the work of 
thre^ authors. But then we have only one example in favour of 
this assertion, and the writer of one of the accounts just mentioned 
may have confined his work to a very small portion of the Midrash 
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revisor was acquainted with both Talmudim. Thirdly; the 
first recension of Midrash Echah was composed in Palestine 
(the language in which it is written proves this), and the 
second recension, in Babylon. If Echah Kabbah contained 
passages cited word for word from the Babli, and sought 
occasionally to translate the original language of the Babli 
into the Palestinian dialect, we should be entitled to con- 
clude that the second composer lived in Palestine. But as 
a matter of fact we find that the Babylonian dialect has been 
copiously used, even in cases where the Palestinian Talmud 
is adduced. There can be only one reason for this deviation 
from the words of the text. The author of the Midrash 
preferred the Babylonian dialect, because that dialect was 
best understood by his readers; in other words, because 
he was in Babylon. Fourthly; the original Midrash is in- 
dependent of Talmud Yerushalmi. Our previous investi- 
gations have established the fact, that all those passages 
which are really taken from the Yerushalmi, are young. 
Since the original Midrash contains a large number of Ha- 
gadoth,*^) which have nothing corresponding with them in 
Yerushalmi, and since those sections which do correspond 
with similar narratives in the Talmud, are, as far as we 
have seen, independent, we are justified in asserting that 
the same source which supplied the author with the former, 
furnished him also with the latter. 

The only passages which seem, at first sight, to mili- 
tate against this position, but which on mature deliberation, 
prove to have a neutral effect, are the following. 

16) E. R., ch. II, sec. 22; Yerushalmi, Berachoth, ch. I. 
There is a slight variation at the beginning. The Yerushalmi 
runs thus, n^^^n nniDU^N 'm DVn nniDtt^K yniK, and the Mi- 
drash places rh'b before DV, probably because the verse 
standing at the commencement of the section is ^TTs 'Dip 



He would then not be entitled to be styled "a revisor or an author 
of the Midrash." Besides I am satisfied to make out my point, Jiiat 
Midrash £chah emanated from two authors at least 
56) Compare oh. I, sees. 4—14. 
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i:)l nh^b:i. Again the Midrash has n]/? Y'dd Ihk r\))])r\ 
njiy^ i"dd nnK nyni: and Yerushalmi n])wh Ydd inx nnyn 
n)))}b YdD nnK nyn: According to the Yerushahni the 
nytt^ is 24 X 24 times as long as the ny, and 24 times as 
long as the njiy. The words of the Midrash are not in- 
telligible. 

The proof for K. Nathan's assertion that the night 
has only three watches — namely the words nilDtt^K tS^I 
njl^^nn, is omitted in E. R. The latter substitutes n^n nh 
\{ir mil to intern for n:3troi H^nn (Knntt^ H"i) hdih mn i6 
-fDI mh. The passage from ni^ iTm till rmv TVn HDl 
is omitted in E. R. — a point which is rather suspicious 
if the Midrash is exclusively dependent on Yer. We have 
now a remarkable change to notice. According to the Ifer. 
the Wise Men of Israel used to hear David playing the 
harp, thence they inferred that he was about to study 
the Law, and they thereupon considered themselves bound 
to follow so noble an example. They argued as follows: If 
the great King deprives himself of his sleep for the purpose 
of learning the signification of our Holy Precepts , surely we 
are bound to do do likewise. The Midrash , on the other hand, 
tells us that David was accustomed to rise in the middle of the 
night to play the harp. But here the account suddenly breaks 
off; a passage from the Babli (Berachoth, 3 b) is interpolated 
word for word as it stands in the Talmud '131 ^1^ '1 ; and the 
narrative continues to the effect that D(wid heard the sound 
of the harp, and thereupon rose and commenced his studies 
(as related in the Babli) ; then all Israel (not alone the Sa- 
ges) heard David (not playing, but) learning, and they were 
thus induced to imitate the King's example. Here we have 
a characteristic feature of the Midrash with which we are 
by this time quite familiar — the Yer. and Bab. accounts 
of the same tale are blended together; and therefore, in 
spite of the agreement between the general outline of this 
passage as it occurs in E. R. with the corresponding Yer. 
account, it does not militate against my position, for it 
is the work of the second author. The language is, for the 
most part, Hebrew. 
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17) E. R., ch. I, sect. 47, 48; and Yer., Ketuboth, ch. 5, 
'men niC^D ^jnm. The whole introduction till 'i:3i nDtt^DI 
is wanting in the Yerushalmi, though something similar 
occurs in Sifii, Deut., XXXI, 14. This fiw5t together with the 
following variations, render it improbable to assume that E. R. 
is directly dependent on the Talmud. The Midrash after 
telling us that the Wise Men allowed Miriam a certain 
quantity of wine asks, how could they have done so, since 
a Boraitha distinctly says, it is not lawful to provide a widow 
with wine rwi6 p^ fpDIB pK K^jn Hr\). The Yer. knows 
nothing of this Boraitha. The whole passage from p s"j;h 
till \m is wanting in E. R. The end of sec. 47 in the 
Midrash is quite different from the conclusion in the Yer. 
naM-ative. Indeed the end of the first account in E. R. 
corresponds with the end of the second story in Yer., 
and the conclusion of the second narrative in E. R. with 
that of the first in Yer. The Midrash writes ponpj b)t; inn 
and the Yer. p^u p pyDC^ hv inn, and the explanatory 
phrase of the Yer. Dn^ ninw n^K ntvri Hi) does not occur 
in E. R. The words (with which sec. 48 concludes) ^"^pn bi< 
7nvu K^K "l^mnj are wanting in Yer. and occur in the 
Sifri. It is not unlikdy that both Yer. and E. R. are de- 
pendent on theSifn and on. some other source now unknown 
to us; and that we have before us two independent repro- 
ductions of the same material. The language in which these 
sections are written, is Hebrew. 

18) E. R., ch. I, sec. 52, ^Kitt^' ndjn niDK iTnin i'k 
'im ^n'^'^n inyc^^ n^npn ^}^b; and Yerushalmi, Bikkurim, ch. Ill, 
'im bMW p Hn^hn 'i wn. The introduction till D^niini 
is wanting in the Yer., and since it is introduced by "in 
n^nin it is probably not an exposition of the author himself, 
but a citation from an old Boraitha. The language is He- 
brew, with the exception of the last words HDlDl DTIK VU^nyi 
'im Kp^D which are wanting in the Talmud, and which are 
an addition of the author. 

19) E.R., ch. Ill ijon rw^n); and Yer.Taanith, ch. II, 

'im npSj i.Ttc^K^ 'n ^K^^y in oinjn hi Knnr-in Kn 'n. E. R. 
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is dependent on Yerushalmi , but we have here the work of 
the second author. Let us examine the following point. — 



£chah Rabbah. 

^D^D ^Dl ^mto )b'QH 

Y'wr\ybu;r\uh)))b- 
:nKD 'on 



Babli, Taanith, 16 a. 

Hb D^lplt^ niD^D 



Terushalmi. 



The general outline in E. R. corresponds with Yer., but 
the expressions n^^lD "l^ nn^y and riND 'Dl cleaily show 
that we have, in this passage, another instance of the com- 
bination of the Yerushalmi with the Babli account. The 
Midrash iW'^nH tOC^pi D"nN1 jD^fy tOtt^p: seems also to be a 
reproduction from the Yerushalmi^c^ipj nbl iy JD1J l^nt^lpn^ 
piin, and the Babli (Sanhedrin, 18 a) tOU^p D"nK1 "ID^fy tOU^p 

onnK . 

20) E. R., ch. V, sec. 16, and Yen, Sota, ch. IX, 
'1D1 nc^n^tt^ n^DI^ '1. This passage consists of but three lines 
and is probably very young, introduced for the sake of giving 
some exposition to the verse liC^KI m\0]) nb^y It is de- 
pendent on the Talmud, but it might have beeli quoted by 
the second author. 



in. Pesikta derab Kahana. 

The Midrash Echah Rabbah opens with a prefatory Ha- 
gadah consisting of thirty- four ^^) sections, most of which 

commence with the formula nn^ m and hence, 

of course, the word Pethicha is derived. When the dictum 
of an Hagadist is introduced with nns, it generally implies 



57) Although the true number is 38 (as I shall afterwards show) 
yet, in order to avoid confusion, I adhere throughout my work to 
the number which is usually given in the printed texts- 
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that the Hagadist usually commenced his exposition of a par- 
ticular topic, or his lecture on a particular theme, with the 
words cited in that dictum.^) That this is the true ex- 
planation of the term we learn from MegiUah , 10 b, nns '1 
NDHD KDlfi^lS 'KH^ Knns r\b, further the Yalkut (Sec. 942) 
writes nns n^u^Nin ntt^yon it^n ^in -d nni n^jnc^in 'i, while 
the corresponding passage in Bereshith Kabbah (ch. I) runs 
nr\Q nni n>)J^)n '1. The Midrash, which in its outward 
form closely resembles the Introduction to Echah Kabbah, 
is the Pesikta derab Kahana. Of the composition and scope 
of this Midrash I have already spoken ; and with respect to 
its nanue Zunz^^) says: "The name Pesikta (from the root 
pDS to leave off, shut, cut off, divide,) signifies Paragraph 
or Section and is connected with Pasuk, Pesik, Piska; it is 
often used as denoting any division. Originally each se» 
parate paragraph received the name of Pesikta or Piska with 
the addition of its special title, which is expressed in the 
older works, especially in the writings of K. Nathan by the 

preposition 1. The whole work was called Piskoth 

i. e. the Piskas. But since it became usual to quote from 
this work without giving the name of the special section, 
the general expression Pesikta came to denote the complete 
contents, and therefore the whole book."*^") 

It is generally supposed that this Pesikta derab Kahana 
is one of the principal sources of Echah Kabbah. No syste-- 
matical attempt has yet been made to prove this assertion; 
wherever similarity exists between the Pesikta and Mi- 
drash Echah, the latter is assumed to be dependent on the 
former. Although this position is open to objections, its 



58) "Magazinfttr die Wissenschaft des Judenthums", 1880, p. 172 

59) ^Gottesdienstl. Vort' p. 192. 

59*) Rapoport asserts that the word Pesiktoth signifies the lec- 
tures which were delivered on those Sabbaths and Festivals for 
which special Haphtaroth were fixed from the earliest times. The 
Pesikta was the portion of the Prophets which formed the conclu- 
sion to the Portion of the Law. ^^ nK^ljPD D^^DDI pDIDB' CEreoh 
Millin', p. 170). 
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supporters could strengthen their cause by the following three 
considerations. 

A. Assuming the Pesikta and the Bereshith Kabbah to 
be older, and the Vayikra Kabbah younger than Echah 
Kabbah , the outward • form of the two latter Midrashim 
could easily be accounted for. The author of Echah Kab- 
bah had, according to this opinion, two models before 
him — the Bereshith Kabbah arranged according to the 
chapters of the Book of Genesis, and the Pesikta consisting 

of sections usually beginning with the formula nn^ '*) 

— a combination of which furnished him with the plan for 
the construction of Midrash Echah. The introductory Pe- 
thichoth arc. an imitation, to a certain extent a reproduction 
of the Pesikta, and the arrangement of the body of the 
work corresponds with that of the Bereshith Kabbah. The 
author of Midrash Vayikra, on the other hand, frequently 
dispenses with the prefatory Pethichoth, and commences at once 
with the exposition of this text. 

B. Nearly every Pethicha concludes with the &st words 
of the Book of Lamentations, usually preceded by iKtonii^ jVD 
urvbv pipe iTD")^ bTinn ihw jVDI I^J. No such regularity 
is to be found in the Pesikta, and hence it is an older work 
than Echah Kabbah. 

0^ An examination of certain passages occurring in both 
works convinces us tliat Midrash Echah is dependent on the 
Pesikta. 

1) E. K., Pet. I; and the corresponding passage in Pe- 
sikta derab Kahana, Piska XIII. This passage is complete 
in itself and is well suited to the context in both works. 
It concludes in the Pesikta with the verse r\^t:y ^im , and in 
E. K. with nyn. The words nVDW 'nni T^lp ^^nv are ad- 
ded on in E. K., whereas the phrase -|^ip p^n^ -j^ip ^w^v 
is omitted; in all probability it stood there originally but 
has since slipped out. E. K. has another addition ''y^pn 
D^nto ons^DI mpT>6, but the Pesikta m)n nm is altered 
to nwij nm, and the words mn^in ^111 are wanting. The 
Midrash is here younger than, and probably dependent on, 
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the Pesikta, and the words DiT^ pip m^ynsn KIC^ |VD 
nyn emanate from the author of the Midrash. 

2) E. R, Pet. 9; P. d. K. Piska XIX. In the Pesikta 
this passage is an exposition to the verse Ps. LXIX, 21, 
and although the greater part of the section is devoted to 
the first words ^n^ ninu^ nQ"^n, yet the conclusion of the 
text is also discussed, and serves to introduce the words 
which stand at the head of the Piska DDDHjD Kin ^:djK ^DjK. 
Now the object of the author of E. R. is not to console his 
readers, on the contrary, he wishes to lament on the down- 
fall of the Temple, and on the desecrations which accompa- 
nied that sad event. He therefore chooses a different text, 
the leading idea of which coincides with that of Ps. LXIX, 
21 , but the conclusion of which is more closely connected 
with the subject of the narrative. He omits 'iD1 )t21}\i; jVD, 
but adds 'iDi lif c^is IT. He renders the description more 
vivid by writing 'iD1 ^Klt:^^ VH Kb in the 2nd. Pers. PI. 
"Did ye not say (addressing the enemies), that this nation 
did not worship idols? Behold what we have found." He 
writes ^w pSK ^D KH for Kin:3 J^ID m m, adds nniKl 
'1D1 pU^j nyti^, and ends with the usual 'iDl l!?J )mrw jVD. 
In this instance the Midrash is younger than the Pesikta, 
though it is strange that the former brings this narrative 
in the name of R. Isaac, and the latter cite& it anony- 
mously. 

3) E. R., Pet. 25 ; and P. d. K., Piska XIII niyDD Itt^y. 
There is a slight difference in the order in which the jour- 
neys took place — in E. R. }D nniD^ jjn )D"i }^b ivnn }D 
nDin^ nnrcn, and in P. d. K. jjdi ^^b nnroDi nnrc^ ivnoi 
riDin^ . With these exceptions the two accounts agree, and 
neither is connected with Babli (Rosh Hashanah, 31 a). The 
concise phrase of the Pesikta 'iDi H)i}) p lU^S^Nl is rendered 
in E. R, by dni Knn N^K iD^D^ n'^^y yi}i rvr\ nb wi 
'CI K^fn niDIK. But Ruber remarks that the Oxford and 
Parma MSS. have both the same reading as the Midrash. 
The author of E. R. adds Dpn, and alters D^^n^n pii^JD ^^^1 
'moyn e)s:iDi into pD^s n)t:v^'\ piD^B ^^niDn p^^o) c)&jdi "inn iTH 
thus clearly dilating on the words of P. d. K. The pathetic 
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exclamation 'm np^ n^n n)b^ nn is likewise due to the 
author of E. R. Buber considers the whole passage from 
yn IHD h"i till pD^D 'in mm^ '1 an addition by a casual 
reader, and that it is quite foreign to the subject. There 
is no doubt that the Midrash is here dependent on the Pe- 
sikta. 

4) E. R., ch. I, sec. 33 'lD1 bmtrw [DD, and P. d. K., 
Piska XXVI. This section is clearly a detailed reproduction 
of the Pesikta account. E. R writes pSID 11 n^ '1 for the 
P. d. K. KD1S in ^1^ 'l , and Buber is of opinion that the 
reading in the Midrash is a typographical error. The whole 
explanation of the verse 'im nn K^n in^'l from Dtt^n pnn 
Hy)n '1 is inserted in E. R. , and does not occur in the 
Pesikta. 

5) E. R., ch. I, sect. 57, and P. d. K., Piska XVI )Hm 
C^Kin. The Midrash prefaces the words 'in imni^ K^flD nK, 
There is a slight variation in the order in which the seve- 
ral moments follow one another. The Pesikta invariably 
employs the following mode of expression pyn )pb) pjD IKton 
'in D^J^y nnpDDi pyn iKton pyn pDn:nDi, whereas the Mi- 
drash, with the exception of the first instance, writes simply 
'm tt^Kin IKton . This is no vaUd argument in favour of the 
seniority of E. R., for the author may have found the con- 
tinual repetition of the. same formula tedious, and he may 
have therefore chosen a more concise form. The Midrash 
brings a new point ti^n IKton. E. R. is here dependent on 
P. d. K. 

6) E. R., ch. II, sec. 6, 'im O'D^ linK y^r\, and P. 
d. K., Piska XVII. The two narratives are remarkably simi- 
lar, but the expression in E. R. nnnn 'nnnn nivn ^n^K icy 
for P. d. K. OjK iDy n^nn appears to be younger. The Midrash 
commences with "R. Azariah in the name of R. Judah bar 
Simon", and in the Pesikta "R. Azariah and R. Abahu in the 
name of Resh Lokesh" are cited. It is strange that E. R. 
omits D^D^iyn pni and in N^fVn. Towards the end the rea- 
dings in E. R. and in P. d. K. are both corrupt, though 
E. R. is a little clearer than Pesikta. The Pesikta applies 
this exposition to the verse Ps. CXXXVil, 5: but the author 
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of the Midrash, finding that he had a suitable text in the 
Book of Lamentations (II, 3), naturally preferred it. 

7) E. R., ch. Ill, ^IDJ DH? l^trn, and P. d. K., Piska III. 
The Midrash places the destruction of the Temple at the 
commencement, because it is the subject special to the whole 
Echah Kabbah. The Pesikta pu^Kin D1K is rendered more 
general in E. R, D^^<, and in the passage 'i:3 b^)m fp^'*) 
the author of the Midrash prefers to adhere to the literal 
meaning of his text , he therefore writes r\)ynn rwynn in- 
stead of D^nr D^nr. The Midrash is younger than the Pe- 
sikta, although it omits the words Win '") 1DK1. Buber re- 
marks that they occur only in the Oxford MS. 

8) E. R., ch. V, sec. 1. DIp^K i?t2). This appears to 
be a combination of two passages in P. d. K. viz., Piskoth, 
III and XVIII. Buber is of opinion that the reading in E. R. 
is corrupt; even in the Pesikta it is anything but cle^ur. 
He suggests the following explanation. According to R. Abba 
bar Kahana, only the walls themselves were destroyed, but 
the foundations remained intact; according to R. Levi, the 
foundations shared the same fate as the walls. At all events 
the Midrash is younger than the Pesikta ; it seeks to explain 
its text. We may notice the, alteration of n^nyi bv to \^ 

These then are the considerations which support the 
opinion that Midrash Echah is dependent on the Pesikta. 
That they are not absolutely convincing we shall pre- 
sently see. 

A. If we assume that the Pesikta and Vayikra Rabbah 
are younger than Echah Rabbah, we can equally well explain 
the outward forms in which the former Midrashim are writ- 
ten. The Pesikta selected the style of the Introduction, to 
the^- exclusion of that of the body of Midrash Echah; the 
Vayikra Rabbah, on the other hand, preferred the latter 
to the former. 

B. We must now arrive at a clear understanding with 
regard to the true number of Pethichoth. A Pethicha need 
not necessarily begin with nnQ. No less than 69 instances 
occur in P. d. K. where sections are introduced without any 
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set form, and Pet. 34 of E. R. commences at once with the 
biblical verse. Now Pet. 2 contains two distinct sections, 
which are not connected with one another, and which both 
end in the same manner nyn DH^^j; pIpD. The second half, 
beginning with the verse iKlpi iJJinnn is complete and in- 
dependent in itself, and owing to a printer's mistake, it has 
been connected with the preceding portion, because it does 
not happen to begin with nn^. In the same manner we 
must divide Pet. 31. When h"i occurs in a Pethicha, it may 
signify a) a further explanation of the foregoing words, i. e. 
a continuation of the same Pethicha, or b) the commencement 
of a new Pethicha. It is in the latter sense in which it 
must be understood in Pet. 9, where again we have two 
distinct sections joined together. And lastly Pet. 25 must 
be divided, for 'd)D "Wjf begins a new subject, and occurs in 
P. d. K. apart from what precedes it in E. R. I subjoin a 
list of the Pethichoth arranged according to the true division, 
which is marked by the Hebrew letters. 



M 

'a 

'fT 

'l 
't 
'n 
'o 

^^ 

'3 
/3 



n5»M Dn»^v pip nujniifi h^v ]1>5 . . nnt Mins ia ksm 'i 
'121 .TBI* Smnn pK^ niin nai i5»Wn» p^si . nnt Mjns -la kik 'i 
'151 on*^ pipB S»nnn d^is inB» ji^si . . nmax 'n ibk rrs 

■na na»» ns^n nn* njns ia nan 'i 

'151 Dn»^ ♦nijipi nnfc man 'i 

'151 iS:i )Htsnw 1115 . . nnfc Mi»jn ia ♦di* "i D»a inan 'i 
'151 iV:i iMtsn» |ii5 . . nnfc Kj»in -la ♦di* 'i owa inaK 'n 
'151 1BT pM^ ia»» . . nnfc «i*in -ia ♦di* 'i owa ina« 'n 
'151 11*51 )hi monw p»5 ....... nnfc pnx* 'i 

'iai ji»5i lb monr ii»5 nnfc priii^ 'n 

'151 p»3i lb iHonv p»5 uyow 15 u»ia n't 

■na nar* n5»K nnt pr«» 'n 

na na»» na*** nnt pnx» 'n 

'151 lb iNtantr p»5 nnt Htt ia Kj»in 'n 

'151 lb iKan» p»5 nnfc Mfeb ia ni^m 'n 

'151 lb iHtsnr p»5 nnB Htt -la w*in 'i 

n5»K on^ 1D1H1 nnfc Mbb na niun 't 

D^iyS DmSn ♦p^ni r\r\t ina« 'i 

n5*Hi ♦nji pi»p i»Niipi nnfc inan 'i 

na na»» n5»« nr\t pan 'n 

na'H ^aa nnni ^ 'in nnt pan 'i 

n5»H ♦la^ ♦^ ♦na»M nnfc «mjo5^K 'i 

n5»H rmfc miosSH 'n 

4* 



Ordinary 

Divieion. 

I. 

2, 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
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'w )hi Hanw p»5 . . , nr\t ♦i*? 'n era pwon yrin* 'n 
'151 n»Bi» .Tn iW ji*2 . . nnt ♦iS 'n D»a pjSDT jwi.t 'i 

D^iaj>^ Dua ia»i nne jjni* 'i 

noai nB2 nnn ^y nne pni» 'i 

"n nny na»i ♦s niyoo "ib^v 

rwH D?i»^y uipB nnfi pm 'i 

n3»K |*n»a m6^n ya» wit Dnjt 'i 

Mn»a Nfc^na . nnfc Hi»in ia nan '*i 

Tia na»» ns^N nne nS p ♦lar 

n5*H D.T^y pipB nne nS p nar 

n5»N Dn*^v jiipo nne ♦nni* ja pyo^ 'i 

Tia na»* n2»M n^HJiii riKio nn 

•na natr* nD»N I nnc Mi»in 'n 

Tia na»» na*K nne *n»yT 'i 

'151 nn»n n»K nnn layn notrin p«ni . ♦nil ♦sa iwn onnn ^v 



Ordinary 
Division. 

22. 

23. 
24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 

31. 

32. 
33. 
34. 



XXXVIII. 



The regular ending appears in 31 out of the 38 Pethi- 
choth, the remaining 7 conclude with other biblical verses. 
Now in those cases where the usual formula occurs, we can- 
not fail to notice a vast difference in its suitableness to 
what precedes. How pathetic and forcible is it in Pet. 13 
(ys)! "Had you deserved it, you would now be entitled to 
read in the Torah ni^ Ktt^K r\yH, but now since you have 
proved yourselves ungrateful children, you must read nyn 
nnt^." Let us contrast with this the final words of Pet. 23 
(yb). "R. Alexandri inferred it (i. e. the dictum that the 
captivity is to last just as long as the Israelites worshipped 
idols) from this verse (Lev., XIH, 46), ' All the days where- 
in the plague shall be in him, he shall be defiled.' Echah.'^ 
The presence of "Echah" here — inasmuch as it has not 
the slightest connection with R. Alexandri's statement — 
appears to be an addition by some later editor, in order to 
preserve as far as possible a unanimity in the conclusions of 
the Pethichoth. This assumption is not so^bold as it might 
otherwise appear, for we know that Midrash Echah is really 
the work of an older and a later author. No less than eight 
Pethichoth (viz., 6, 9, 11, 21, 22, 23, 29, 34: h":^ ik"^ :t3 n 



Digitized by 



Google 



— 53 — 

n"^ :b'b :y'D :l"3) bear testimony in favour of this view. 
The original Midrash contained at most 23 Pethichoth with 
the regular ending, though the number may have been much 
smaller, for there are very few instances where the conclu- 
sion is as well adapted to the context as in Pet. 23. The 
aim of the later reviser was to establish a universal agree- 
ment between the endings of the sections composing the 
Introduction. Why did he leave those seven instances, men- 
tioned above, just as he found them ? A very little reflection 
will give us the true reason. Pet. 26 (I'b) concludes as 
follows: "It is written (Jer., XXXI, 16), 'Thus saith the Lord: 
Refrain thy voice from weeping, and thine eyes from tears: 
for thy work shall be rewarded, saith the Lord: and they 
shall come again from the land of the enemy', and it is 
further written (v. 17), 'And there is hope in thine end, saith the 
Lord, that thy children shall come again to their own border' ". 
Pet. 38 (n"^) ends with these words, "At some future time 
every thing will return to its former state, as it is written 
(Ezek., XXXVI), 'And the desolate land shall be tilled, where- 
as it lay desolate in the sight of all that passed by.' " It 
is evident that the writer of the Introduction was actuated 
by a strong desire to impress on the minds of his readers 
the great truth that, even when they be in the land of their 
enemies, the Almigthy will not cast His people away, neither 
will He abhor them, to destroy them utterly, and to break 
His covenant with them, for He is the Lord their God. 
Accordingly, the mournful tone of the whole Introduction 
is changed here and there into a consolatory and cheerful strain. 
It would have been both unmeaning and absurd on the part 
of the reviser to place such words as "How doth the city 
sit solitary etc." after texts reminding us of the Allmerciful's 
lovingkindness and comforting promises. For this reason 
we find no addition at the end of Pethichoth 18 (n"Oi 27 (r"D), 
and 28 (n'b); in the last two cases the idea uppermost in 
the writer's mind is some good quality characteristic of the 
Jewish nation, viz., Honoar evinced to the remains of king He- 
zeMah, and. The Israelites united themselves together as mem- 
bers of one family, after they had been driven into exile. 
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The non-occurrence of the usual set form of conclusion can 
be satisfactorily accounted for in five instances. Pet. 8 ('n) 
ends with the verse "The elders of the daughter of Zion sit 
upon the ground, and keep silence" which, since it is taken 
from Lamentations (11, tO), is suflSciently expressive in itself, 
and requires no fiirther text to awaken sad memories of the 
past. Pet. 31. (H"h) is certainly much better as it stands 
than it would be if "Echah" were added on at the end. Ne- 
vertheless that word would be quite as appropriate here, as 
it is in Pet. 23, and it probably did stand in the text as re- 
vised by the second author, for its omission may be due to 
a typographical error. Even were this not the case, one so- 
litary instance would not be sufficient to overthrow the theory 
here upheld, after the proofs which have been adduced. 

The original Midrash contained at most 23 instances 
of regularity out of 38. The Pesikta derab Kahana consists 
of 32 Piskoth, of which 20 conclude with a regular ending. 
(See Magazin fur die Wissenschaft des Judenthums, 1880, 
p. 207). There is a slight diflFerence in the proportion in 
favour of Echah Kabbah's being less regular. 

Should it be urged that the similarity in the conclusions 
of the sections of the Introduction goes to prove that Mi- 
drash Echah is younger than the Pesikta, I answer : Tliis si- 
milarity is due to the later author, the original Midrash 
was not more regularly arranged than the Pesikta. Again, 
the employment of ninrjn ^t2m/ nr to introduce a biblical 
verse is as a sign of the youth of a Midrash. And this 
expression occurs but once^) in Echah Kabbah, and several 
times in the Pesikta derab Kahana. 

C. An examination of the following passages will lead 
to imsome portant results. 

9) E. K., Pet. 34, and P. d. K., Piska XIII. This last 
Pcthicha corresponds with no less than six sections in P. d. K. 
The order is quite different in the two works. The opening 
words of the first of the six sections in the Pesikta, are 
added later on in the Midrash. The passage respecting Ne- 
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buchaduezzar's three mandates is cited in E. R. in the name 
of R. Acha, and in the Pesikta anonymously. Had the author 
of the Midrash used the Pesikta alone, whence could he have 
obtained the name of R. Acha? The commencement of the 
naiTative in E. R. is considerably more detailed than the 
corresponding portion in P. d. K. But is it probable that 
the Midrash would have altered n^w HDD Km to pn b:^^ 
N^^JU^? Farther on, the Midrash, explaining how the term 
"a shedder of blood" was applicable to Jeremiah, writes : "The 
king left several injunctions to the effect that thou shouldst 
suffer no injury, nevertheless thou wilfully desirest to suffer 
evil, so that the king may hear it and slay this man (i. e. 
the 'speaker)." The Pesikta runs: "For if the king should 
hear what thou hast done with thyself (although I have done 
nothing) he would send and execute this man (i. e. the 
speaker)." The former is evidently an attempt to explain 
the Officer's speech. The expression in E. R. id:: vbv ^np N^l 
nit^isn c)1dn IDNJIT look like a young phrase. The words 
Nim ^JN b)y'2:^ NHH '1 IDK ^m IHD are omitted in E. R. 
This fact is not surprising, for a similar exposition of the 
expression D^pnn IIDN Nim precedes the above mentioned 
words in P. d. K. The author of E. R. cited the explana- 
tion in the first instance, and, since he had an aversion to 
reduplications (as we have seen), he contented himself in 
the second case with n^un linn ^)H) n^ni n^rTn:Dni. The 
Midrash now cites a passage with the following heading: 
"R. Jacob and R. Abba and there are some who say, R. 
Elazar and R. Jochanan." The names given in the Pesikta 
are "R. Elazar and R. Jochanan." Now it is evident that 
the writer of Midrash Echah had two accounts of the same 
narrative before him — one in the names of R. Jacob and 
R. Abba, and the other, (which may have been the Pesikta, 
but with equal probability the source from which the Pe- 
sikta derived this section), in the names of R. Elazar and 
R. Jochanan. Further, the principal source of the author 
of E. R. must have contained the names of the Rabbis first 
quoted; to the other source, (either identical with, or used 
by, the Pesikta), he could only have attached a secondary 
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importance, since R. Elazar and R. Jochanan are cited last, 
and since they are introduced by "and there are some who 
say." Again, R. Jochanan's dictum extends, according to 
E. R., as far as verse 16, 'ijj^ DOn nit^l, and according to 
P. d. K., only as far as verse 10, ijdd prn TD I^NJI. The 
whole exposition of the verse Jeremiah, IX , 9, as given in 
E. R., appears to be rather a commentary than a mere re- 
production of the passage in P. d. K. For instance, instead 

of the Pesikta ny^p «ifi^H imD '\v/))W D^"^nJ^ onnn ^y, 

Midrash Echah writes ^rjn Htt^N D^nnitt^DI O^H) onn DHIN b)) 
nTpb irjsnju^ npjr* b^ vmw b)) ^n^l . As to the next por- 
tion, it is very unlikely that the author of E. R. would 
have altered c)^:: c)iy of the Pesikta to dD c)iy. (This latter 
expression occurs in Yerushalmi, Taanith, ch. IV). A pas- 
sage is now cited in E. R. from the Babli (Yoma, 54 a) 
'l^ N''1t3D^jn nt^rd; and the Pesikta specifies the particular fish 
more exactly m)y^ jOSdNn, while E. R. writes simply Ntoin^tt^. 
The passage beginning with "R. Zera said etc.'' is indepen- 
dent of the Pesikta, and owes its existence probably to the 
principal source mentioned above. Because the answer to 
the question "Wherefore does Palestine bring forth an abun- 
dance of fruit?" is given in the Pesikta anonymously pin 
D^NIIDN, whereas in Midrash Echah the Amoraim in question 
are distinctly mentioned ; they are, R. Chanina and R. Joshua 
ben Levi. And the entire explanation of the manner in which 
the earth was dug and turned over ^^y^n nt2 HND nyon jnn:5 
^^y^ p^^D yiH noi yi^ n'^n^ : does not occur in E. R., and 
appears to be an addition on the part of the author of Pe- 
sikta. The conclusion of the Midrash from "imw HD D^^p^ 
has nothing corresponding with it in P. d. K. This Pethicha 
in its present form is young, for we find a quotation from 
the Babli, but the original Midrash was certainly based on 
some source other than the Pesikta, and was in all proba- 
bility independent of the latter. 

10) E. R., ch. I, sec. I, and P. d. K., Piska XV. 
'id n^lltOD^ All that the two works have in common is the 
parable itself, in which they agree almost word for word. 
The Midrash has DlllDl which is wanting in Pesikta, but 
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the latter has the explanatory word n^nini which does not 
occur in E. E. Accordingly as far as the narrative itself 
is concerned, the Pesikta, could just as well have been taken 
from the Midrash as vice versa. But there is another point 
to be considered. The author of Echah Eabbah, constructed his 
introduction out of the parable itself. Now if he had had the 
Pesikta before him, how could he have overlooked the ex- 
cellent preface which that work supplies? 

11) E. R., ch. I, sec. 23, and P. d. K, Piska 17. The 
usual form of words in the Pesikta is l^^^l rb'h nt Tb'h'2, 
n ninrjli^ irriN n^^^ nnnjd h^: constituting, as Buber rightly 
remarks, a mit^ T\yu on the word rh'h' The whole point 
is missed in E. R. , where the form of expression is -^ 
n mn:Dtt^ n^lnJD h^ ^Vb^ simply, and in the other instances 
the Midrash has instead of the last two words, the word 
n^riDT, whereas the Pesikta maintains a strict regularity 
throughout, and adds on two new moments which are want- 
ing in E. E. — the passage referring to Ahasuerus and 
Haman. The Pesikta is also more detailed further on where 
^^"•nit^n iniN ^^{1D n^\\^^ occurs for the Midrash idin rm. 
The Pesikta exposition of the verse (Ps. LXXVII, 10) , "Hath 
God forgotten to be gracious?" assumes the form of a com- 
mentary on E. R. And now a peculiar alteration takes place. 
The dictum , which is given in E. R. in the name of R. 
Alexandrai, appears in the Pesikta in the name of R. Samuel 
bar Nachmeni; and what is related in the name of the latter 
in E. R., appears in the name* of R. Alexandri in P. d. K. 
This point suggests the independence of the two works from 
one another. Although the Midrash omits n^in ny:h h:h^ 
'id which occurs in the Pesikta, but little importance can 
be attached to this omission, for it is probably a printer's 
mistake. Otherwise we cannot account for the plural ViTDtt^^ 
'1D1 which follows, inasmuch as only the case of the sun is 
mentioned. Of the conclusion, 'i:: niDIN jV^^I was added on 
by the author of the Pesikta; it does not occur in E. R. 

If these two narratives are not independent of one an- 
other, then the Midrash must have been the source of the 
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12) E. R., ch. ni, sec. 'D; and Pesikta derab Kahana, 
Piska Vn. The beginning of this section is quite different 
in the two works. In the first place the Midrash cites 
sayings 'in the names of R. Levi and R. Berachya, which 
do not occur in P. d. K. Even the phrase which is quoted 
in both E. R. and Pesikta, is given in the former in the 
name of R. Hunna, and in the latter in the name of R. 
Judah. The introductory words in the Oxford MS. of Pe- 
sikta run thus, in ;r\ Nim mN piNn^ no pv in H2H 'i idn 

bv ina ]mr)rh din trpno dh k^n D^o^iyn ^rh din pinn^ no 

rVNton 
Now although this almost corresponds with the Midrash, 
yet we notice : the dictum of R. Abba bar Tudan is given 
anonymously in the Midrash, and had the author of the 
latter been acquainted with the Pesikta, according to the 
Oxford MS., he would not have withheld the name*'); the 
sayings of R. Berachya, R. Levi and R. Judah (which is 
afterwards cited) in the Oxford MS. are given in the Mi- 
drash in the names of R. Levi, R. Berachya and R. Hunna, 
respectively; the order is also different in the two works. 
The Pesikta pDiyin ""^ pJDiyin is an improvement on, and 
more forcible than, the Midrash pDyiin on, and the whole 
narrative in the P. d. K. appears to be a detailed account 
of the corresponding passage in E. R. For instance, the 
Midrash writes, onntr oiNi 'n onry jvv iDNm ,N^'^ p \V)i ^h: 
whereas P. d. K. runs, y:i]jr\b nt:]J pIDy ON 'b ntt^iy in }V^^ cjN 
OK Tnyi ,jvi nDi ^nn ^ninyn inn h!? ,Dt?iyn p nvn^Dn dn 
onnit^i on?y niDiNi os*? noyinD N^'^^ ,omh nin^DDN y^unb^ 
Here again , if the relation between E. R. and P. d. K. be 
one of dependence, it is the latter which obtained its material 
from the former. 

We have seen that the author of Midrash Echah was 
acquainted with some work, now unknown to us, which con- 
tained narratives and expositions similar to those occurring in 
Pesikta derab Kahana; and further, that there are cases 
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in which the Pesikta accounts are decidedly younger than 
the Echah versions. There is nothing, scientifically speaking, 
to hinder us from going one step farther and asserting, that 
those passages which appear to be dependent on the Pesikta 
(see above examples 1—8) are in reality derived from the 
unknown work just mentioned. And since such a collection 
of Hagadoth must have existed, we assume no new work, we 
are therefore within the limits of Sir W. Hamilton's "Law 
of Parcimony.'' That Midrash Echah is older than the Pe- 
sikta; that the outward form of the latter and some modi- 
fications in its text are due to the Midrash; can be main- 
tained with as much reason as the statement that Echah 
Kabbah is dependent on the Pesikta. Which of these two 
counter -hypotheses is the correct one, I do not undertake 
to decide. 



IV. Bereshith Rabbah and Vayikra 
Rabbah. 

A careful examination of the points of coincidence in 
Echah Rabbah and Bereshith Rabbah, and Echah Rabbah 
and Vayikra Rabbah, has convinced me that the B. R. is 
older, and the V. R., younger than Midrash Echah. Since 
'this is also the view generally held, it is unnecessary to 
quote examples in support of it. But there is one instance 
which would point to a contrary conclusion with regard to 
V. R.^ but which, according to the view I take of the com- 
position of the whole of E. R., adniits of a very easy recon- 
ciliation. 

E. R., ch. I, sec. 41, 'i:d it^N n^lS^ onOD and V. R. 
ch. XXVI. Without going into details we see at once that 
E. R. is younger than V. R. In the first place the Echah 
accouift is longer; and secondly, it is evidently an interpo- 
lation, perhaps in order to introduce the concluding words 
nV^b mDH y^n, whereas the corresponding account in V. R. 
is excellently suited to the context, and is much shorter. This 
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difficulty is, however, easily overcome when we bear in mind 
that* this portion may be the work of the second author of 
E. B., and a part of the original Vayikra Babbah. 



Freely as I have ventured to disagree with some of the 
most eminent Midrash critics, I trust that I have always 
done so without violating that respect which is due to the 
careful study which they have devoted to the subject. As 
I remarked at the onset, I have simply endeavoured to follow 
in their footsteps, and**), "it is the strength, not the weak- 
ness of a systematic intellect, that it does not shrink from 
conclusions because they have an absurd look, when they 
are necessary corollaries from premises which the thinker, 
and probably most of those who criticise him, have not ceased 
to regard as true.'' 



62) 'ExamiQatioQ of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy", by J. S. 
MiU, p. 559. 
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Vita. 



I was bom in London on the Ist of April 1855, and 
am the son of the late Bev. Barnett Abrahams, B. A., Mi- 
nister of the Spanish and Portuguese Jews' Synagogues, Lon- 
don, and Principal of Jews' College, London. 

I received my elementary education at Jews' College 
School, and entered Jews' College in order to commence my 
rabbinical studies, (since I resolved to devote myself to the 
Jewish Ministry,) and also in order to prepare myself for 
the several London University Examinations. I passed the 
Matriculation Examination in January 1873, and the First 
Bachelor of Arts Examination in 1874. I then attended lectu- 
res at University College on the following subjects ; Experimen- 
tal Physics, Applied Mathematics, Astronomy, Philosophy of 
Mind, Logic, Animal Physiology and Classics. I passed 
the Second Examination for the Degree of Bachelor of Arts 
in 1875, and received my Diploma from the Chancellor on 
May 10th, 1876. 

I continued my studies at Jews' College till April 1879, 
when I proceeded to Berlin in order to complete my education 
at the Babbiner- Seminar , and at the Berlin University. 
I remained a Student of the Berlin University for three ses- 
sions, during which I attended lectures on the Oriental Lan- 
guages, and on History of Philosophy. 

And I take this opportunity of tendering my sincere 
thanks to all my teachers. 



Joseph Abrahams* 
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